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Abstract
Decolonization, equity, and well-being in K-12 education have become pivotal aims for educational
leaders in the province of British Columbia, in Canada, and around the globe. By dismantling coloniality
in pedagogical praxes and learning leadership structures within school and district systems, this paper
maps a bold and essential journey for change and presents a disruptively anti-colonial amalgam of
theory and practice for well-being and equity. In the central Problem of Practice, these complex system
leadership goals are investigated through the case of a small and innovative BC school district.
Learners—both student and adult—are at the centre of this powerful vision for educational
transformation as empowered community change makers, and as beneficiaries of anti-colonial,
equitable, and flourishing learning environments articulated in the plan for change. The wisdom of
Indigenous and critically oriented epistemologies undergird action. Complex Adaptive Systems
organizational theory supports emergence, responsivity, and interconnectedness. Leadership lenses of
adaptive leadership are deepened by decoloniality, relationality, and systems thinking. Compassionate
Systems Leadership and collaborative inquiry grow capacity for change hand in hand with students,
parents, Elders, Indigenous families, community, teachers, and school and district leaders. Well-being
and human flourishing are cultivated through networked collaboration, relational accountability, and
systemness. These transformative elements cradle a coherent change vision, support solutions, and
ultimately embrace an anti-colonial plan for system change focused on decolonizing pedagogy and
learning leadership structures. This paper presents vision and action for collective difference-making, so
critical for education now—and for a sustainable future. Transforming together is powerful alchemy.

Keywords: equity, decolonization, well-being, Compassionate Systems Leadership, decolonial
leadership, complexity, systems thinking, relational accountability
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Executive Summary
Sea changes in education are underway across the globe with a common aspiration: create
more equitable, relevant, and thriving learning environments for all learners. To achieve this goal, three
key components are essential: decolonization, equity, and well-being (Fullan, 2020; Hannon & Peterson,
2021; Lopez, 2020). School district leaders have agency to support learners, schools, and community in
collaborative partnership—not only to vision change, but put change into action as a community that
learns (Daly & Stoll, 2018). A resultant plan for changing a school district educational system in British
Columbia (BC) forms the heart of this Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP).
The organizational plan for change consists of three interconnected acts. Chapter 1 lays the
groundwork for why change is needed, seen through a Problem of Practice (PoP). Chapter 2 develops
the vision for change. It defines what needs to be transformed and ends with possible solutions for
action. The third chapter articulates a detailed change plan, marrying theory with practical application.
Seen through the PoP in an innovative rural school district in what is now known as British Columbia,
Canada, the change process moves from shared vision to collective action. Mountain School District (a
pseudonym) uses an inclusive and relational inquiry process to deepen existing equitable and
decolonizing practices and structures, unsettle coloniality, and grow new roots for change. Lead
Learners in the district propose a plan to collectively transform the system with all educational partners:
students, parents, Indigenous Elders and community, teachers, support staff, and school leaders.
The first chapter answers the question: Why change? It articulates the Problem of Practice and
centres the change discourse, which unfolds in the two subsequent chapters. To understand the PoP,
the school district’s organizational context is interrogated including data on student achievement and
well-being. Equity gaps in literacy, graduation rates, and well-being are discussed. The findings are clear:
Indigenous learners face the largest equity challenges. These results parallel provincial equity gap data.
In coherence with the Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s (2015) Calls to Action, United Nations
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(2007) Report on Indigenous Peoples, and enabling BC Ministry of Education equity policies, catalytic
transformation in MSD is ignited. Interconnected dimensions for transformation are mapped.
Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) forms the organizational theory of action in Chapter 1, while
four leadership lenses are discussed to responsively consider the system problem and move towards
solution: decolonial leadership, systems thinking, adaptive leadership, and complexity leadership are
posited to tackle the complex issues of the PoP. Guiding questions frame and guide analysis of the
problem; they identify the need for decolonial and equitable pedagogical and leadership praxes in
school and district structures. Dismantling coloniality to grow equity and well-being is key. Two gap
analyses signal areas for growth towards equity and well-being to create success for all learners. In
addition, relational accountability, networked collaboration, and Compassionate Systems Leadership
(CSL) are foregrounded as lenses to lead change for equity, decolonization, and well-being. The chapter
ends with analysis of the school district’s readiness for change using three tools: Senge (2006) and
Stroh’s (2015) creative tension model, a Coherence Assessment designed by Fullan and Quinn (2016),
and the Spiral of Inquiry created by Timperley, et al. (2014).
In the second chapter of the Organizational Improvement Plan, leadership approaches to
change and epistemologies for transformation are highlighted, closing with three potential solutions for
the PoP. Decolonial leadership and adaptive leadership are deepened as key approaches for achieving
what to change. The emergent goals of the change plan are shown to disrupt colonial structures and
practices in schools and thus move towards greater equity and well-being for student and adult learners.
To this end, the change plan is framed by Indigenous epistemologies in concert with critically oriented
epistemologies, which also inform BC’s provincial curriculum and equity policies (Battiste, 2002; Capper,
2019; Smith et al., 2019). Both worldviews rest on decentring power and privilege, ensuring that change
is done with, rather than to community (Lopez, 2020). Together, decolonizing leadership approaches
and epistemologies illuminate three possible change alternatives: system coherence for internal
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accountability, dismantling colonial school and district structures, and cultivating decolonizing
pedagogical and leadership structures. Transforming teaching and learning practices and strengthening
learning leadership forms the chosen solution. This solution for change—decolonizing pedagogy and
leadership—thus frames the detailed plan for action developed in the third chapter.
An implementation plan, a plan for monitoring and evaluating the transformation process, and a
change communication plan are advanced in Chapter 3 and demonstrate how to put theory into practice
The Systems Thinking for Social Change (ST4SC) model undergirds the change plan because it rests on
equity and decolonial structures (Stroh, 2015). In each of four ST4SC stages, specific actions are
outlined: create a shared vision; cultivate a community for understanding and acceptance; collectively
commit to change; and maintain change momentum. To nurture flourishing, decolonized pedagogy and
leadership structures are supported by Compassionate Systems Leadership (CSL), which grows a
relational ecosystem, nurtures well-being, and promotes collective commitment to decolonial change.
Relational competencies fostered by CSL are likewise integral in professional learning networks (PLNs), a
key pedagogical change structure designed in the OIP to explore and deepen decolonizing pedagogical
practice. Equity and well-being are nourished through PLNs focused on culturally responsive pedagogies,
Land-based learning, and critical place-conscious learning (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Greenwood, 2019;
Mahuika et al., 2011). Secondly, to inform action and assess impact, a plan for monitoring and
evaluation is proposed. Equity-based evaluation and monitoring approaches gather qualitative data
through the fourth stage of the ST4SC model and use Wenger’s (2016) value creation stories, while the
Spiral of Inquiry acts to monitor and evaluate progress in the PLNs. Finally, a robust communication plan
which employs inclusive knowledge mobilisation (Briscoe et al., 2016) and highlights decolonial
pathways for change is advanced.
In sum, this paper posits navigation for scholar-practitioners and researchers interested in
system change that is predicated on decolonizing praxes and structures for well-being and equity.

vi
Acknowledgments
I am grateful for learning, unlearning, and relearning on this wayfinding doctoral voyage. I am
grateful to the Sinixt Peoples on whose stolen Land I live, learn, and love, and I thank the Sinixt for their
care and stewardship of the green forests, towering mountains, and pristine lakes I call home. A small
place in Liguria on the Mediterranean nurtured my final months of writing, for which I am thankful.
Without the passionate students, parents, Elders, teachers, support staff, and leaders of the MSD
community there would be no story—they are my inspiration and have long fueled my learning spirit.
Many friends and colleagues have inspired my passion for pedagogical and leadership
difference-making. I thank you all for your love and for enduring my relentless optimism. I deeply
believe teaching and learning form hope for a sustainable and equitable future. On this doctoral
journey, key colleagues have kept me company and nourished my heart and mind. Judy Halbert and
Linda Kaser were catalysts; they have buoyed me over decades with equity and vision. My frolleague,
Leyton Schnellert, has been instrumental in my learning—co-teaching and co-creating together over the
years has infused my soul and inspired deep reflective and decolonizing practice. Peter Senge and Mette
Boell have taught me much and recentred my practice in Compassionate Systems Leadership, working
alongside the CSL global community has nourished me. At Western University, Katina Pollock inspired
me with criticality and pedagogy, while Erin Keith’s mentorship and coaching in the final year has been
invaluable. Jennifer Burke and Lynne Tomlinson have been at my side as caring, critical friends—their
love has sustained me through many storms. Dear friends, Wendy, Wil, and Patrizia have listened (even
asked) for updates on my research over divine dinners and on fine walks, swims, and hikes.
And family is foundational to all. My mother, father, and seven brothers and sisters have always
believed in me. I am grateful to my brother, Chris, who moved me to become an educator and change
the system, and sadly died in the final months of my writing. Above all, my daughter Kate inspires me
with resiliency, strength, and unconditional love. She is an amazing support. So much to be grateful for.

vii
Table of Contents
Abstract ......................................................................................................................................................... ii
Executive Summary...................................................................................................................................... iii
Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................................ vii
List of Tables ............................................................................................................................................... xii
List of Figures ..............................................................................................................................................xiii
Acronyms ....................................................................................................................................................xiv
Transforming Together for Equity, Well-being, and Decolonization ............................................................ 1
Aspirations of the Organizational Improvement Plan .............................................................................. 1
Chapter 1: Why Change? Growing System Coherence for Decolonization, Equity, Well-being................... 2
Organizational Context ................................................................................................................................. 3
Political and Social Forces at Play ............................................................................................................. 3
Coloniality: Indigenous Land and Cultural Erasure ................................................................................... 5
Demographic Strengths, Inequities, and Rural Data Limitations .............................................................. 5
Student Learning Data .......................................................................................................................... 7
Equity-focused BC and MSD Organizational and Leadership Frameworks............................................... 9
Dismantling Coloniality: Transforming for Equity ................................................................................... 10
Leadership Lenses and Positionality Statement ......................................................................................... 11
Adaptive Leadership ........................................................................................................................... 13
Systems Thinking Leadership .............................................................................................................. 14
Complexity Leadership ........................................................................................................................ 15
Leadership Problem of Practice Discussion ................................................................................................ 16
Framing the PoP: Leading Change through Complex Adaptive Systems Theory ........................................ 18

viii
Three Equity-Oriented and Decolonizing Leadership Approaches to Change ........................................ 19
Relational Accountability .................................................................................................................... 20
Compassionate Systems Leadership ................................................................................................... 21
Coherence Between Leadership and Organizational Theories ............................................................... 22
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice ....................................................................... 22
Leadership Focused Vision for Change ....................................................................................................... 24
Gap Analysis: Areas for Change from the Creative Tension Model ........................................................ 26
Priorities for Change ............................................................................................................................... 28
Organizational Change Readiness ............................................................................................................... 29
Three Models for Change Readiness: Creative Tension, Coherence Assessment, Spiral of Inquiry....... 30
Internal and External Forces in Change Readiness ................................................................................. 32
Chapter 1 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 34
Chapter 2: What to Change? Getting into the Weeds of Change ............................................................... 35
Leadership Approaches to Change ............................................................................................................. 35
Decolonial Leadership ............................................................................................................................. 36
Adaptive Leadership ............................................................................................................................... 38
Epistemological Frameworks for Leading Anti-Colonial Change ................................................................ 41
Critically Oriented Epistemologies for Change ....................................................................................... 42
Indigenous Epistemologies ..................................................................................................................... 44
Indigenous Epistemologies as an Essential Worldview for Change ........................................................ 45
Critical Organizational Analysis ................................................................................................................... 48
Gap Analysis Summary............................................................................................................................ 48

ix
Framework for Leading the Change Process .............................................................................................. 51
Systems Thinking Model for Social Change (ST4SC) ............................................................................... 52
Stage 1: Building a Foundation for Change ......................................................................................... 53
Stage 2: Facing the Current Reality ..................................................................................................... 54
Stage 3: Making an Explicit Choice and Commitment ........................................................................ 55
Stage 4: Bridging the Gap and Maintaining Focus, Momentum, and Correction ............................... 55
Leadership Ethics, Equity, and Decolonization Challenges in Organizational Change ............................... 56
Ethical Responsibilities of MSD Organization Actors .............................................................................. 56
Equity and Decolonial Context of PoP .................................................................................................... 57
Considering Equity and Decolonization Through the Systems Thinking Change Model ........................ 58
An Ethical Leadership Stance .................................................................................................................. 59
Three Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice ...............................................................60
Solution 1: Create Greater System Coherence Through Internal Accountabilities ................................ 61
Benefits ............................................................................................................................................... 63
Limitations and Considerations .......................................................................................................... 63
Solution 2: Decolonize Key School and District Structures ..................................................................... 64
Benefits ............................................................................................................................................... 66
Limitations and Considerations .......................................................................................................... 66
Solution 3: Embed Decolonized School and District Learning Praxes..................................................... 67
Benefits ............................................................................................................................................... 68
Limitations and Considerations... ......................................................................................................70
The Chosen Solution: Decolonizing Pedagogies and Learning Leadership Praxes ................................. 70
Chapter 2 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 71

x
Chapter 3: Cultivating, Nurturing, and Communicating Change Together................................................. 72
Wayfinding: A Decolonial Orientation for Navigating Change ............................................................... 72
The Implementation Plan for Transformation: Systems Thinking for Social Change ................................. 75
Stage 1: Co-create Readiness—Relationality, Creative Tension, and Shared Vision .......................... 78
Stage 3: Cultivate Collective Commitment for Change ....................................................................... 81
Limitations and Challenges in this Bold Plan for Change ........................................................................ 85
Respectful, Relational and Reciprocal Pathways for Monitoring and Evaluation ...................................... 86
Three Monitoring and Evaluation Models: Systems Thinking, Value Creation, Spiral of Inquiry ........... 88
Systems Thinking for Evaluation and Monitoring ................................................................................... 89
Step 1: Set Two to Three Realistic Goals............................................................................................. 89
Step 2: Use Qualitative Data to Assess Progress and Impact ................ Error! Bookmark not defined.
Step 3: Think Differently About Long and Short Term ........................................................................ 90
Step 4: Delve into Intended and Unintended Consequences ............................................................. 91
Step 5: Commit to Continuous Learning ............................................................................................. 91
Value Creation Narratives for Monitoring and Evaluation: Making Progress Visible ............................. 92
The Plan for Communication Through Relationality, Respect, and Reciprocity ......................................... 95
Shared Responsibility for Building Awareness of the Need for Change ............................................. 98
Pillar 1: The ST4SC Model—Catalyst for Communication and Change Awareness ............................ 98
Pillar 2: Involvement and Empowerment of Community in Communication ..................................... 99
Pillar 3: Leveraging the Strength of MSD’s Existing Collaborative and Networked Culture ............. 100
Framing Key Messages for Change ................................................................................................... 101
Connecting Decolonizing Communication to Equity and Well-being ................................................... 105

xi
Chapter 3 Summary .................................................................................................................................. 106
Next Steps and Future Considerations ..................................................................................................... 107
Narrative Epilogue: Love, Hope, and Much Flourishing Awaits ................................................................ 109
References ................................................................................................................................................ 110
Appendix A: Coherent Frameworks for Equity, Well-being, and Decolonization ..................................... 140
Appendix B: A Conceptual Model for Change........................................................................................... 141
Appendix C: Three Gap Analysis Tools—Framing a Vision for Change ..................................................... 142
Appendix D: MSD Gap Analysis: Coherence Assessment ......................................................................... 143
Appendix E: MSD Gap Analysis: Creative Tension Model ......................................................................... 144
Appendix F: Spiral of Inquiry ..................................................................................................................... 145
Appendix G: Dimensions of Critically Oriented Epistemologies Related to MSD ..................................... 146
Appendix H: Gap Analysis Summary: Two Tools....................................................................................... 147
Appendix I: An Ethical Leadership Framework for Working Together in a Good Way ............................. 148
Appendix J: An Analysis of Three Possible Solutions to Change ............................................................... 149
Appendix K: A Draft Framework for Equity, Decolonization, and Well-being .......................................... 155
Appendix L: Compassionate Systems Leadership: The Three-Legged Stool ............................................. 156
Appendix M: The Systems Thinking Iceberg ............................................................................................. 157
Appendix N: Preliminary Monitoring and Evaluation Framework ............................................................ 158
Appendix O: Applying the S-Curve for Organic Growth in Change ........................................................... 159
Appendix P: Value Creation Story Framework for Monitoring and Evaluation ........................................ 160
Appendix Q: The Interconnectedness Communication System in MSD ................................................... 161
Appendix R: MSD Knowledge Mobilization Plan ...................................................................................... 162
Appendix S: Communication Plan: Milestones, Methods, and Messages ................................................ 163

xii
List of Tables
Table 1: Internal and External Change Drivers in MSD …………………………………...…………………………………... 58

xiii
List of Figures
Figure 1: Three Guiding Questions Framed by the PoP ...........................................................................40
Figure 2: Stroh’s System Thinking for Social Change Model ....................................................................53
Figure 3: BC’s First Peoples Principles of Learning ...................................................................................74
Figure 4: Six Decolonizing Pedagogical Praxes .........................................................................................82
Figure 5: The MSD Systems Change Plan for Equity, Well-being, and Decolonization ............................84

xiv
Acronyms
BC (British Columbia)
CAS (Complex Adaptive Systems)
CIC (Children in Care)
CSL (Compassionate Systems Leadership)
EDI (Early Development Indicator)
FESL (Framework for Enhancing Student Learning)
FPPL (First Peoples Principles of Learning)
FNESC (First Nations Education Steering Committee)
HELP (Human Early Learning Project)
IEC (Indigenous Education Council)
MDI (Middle Years Development Instrument)
MHIS (Mental Health in Schools)
NOFS (Name, Own, Frame, Sustain framework)
OIP (Organizational Improvement Plan)
OECD (Organization for Economic and Community Development)
PoP (Problem of Practice)
PVP (Principals and Vice-Principal)
SES (Socio-economic status)
ST4SC (Systems Thinking for Social Change)
TRC (Truth and Reconciliation Commission)
UNDRIP (United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People)
WG (Working Group)

1

Transforming Together for Equity, Well-being and Decolonization
Across Canada and the world, the demand to change education systems with a greater focus on
decolonization, equity, and well-being is growing in clarity and urgency (Capper, 2018; Fullan, 2021;
Harris & Jones, 2020; Khalifa et al., 2019). There is good reason and strong research evidence to support
this clarion call for system change (Liu, 2017; Sahlberg, 2011; Theoharis, 2007). For decades, the
traditional grammar of schooling has been viewed as inadequate to meet the complexity of the 21st
century (Sahlberg, 2010; Tyack & Tobin, 1994; Zhao et al., 2019). Our collective understanding that egg
crate models of teaching and learning are ineffective in improving student outcomes is well documented
(Hannon & Peterson, 2021), with new pedagogies for deep learning and liberating structures instead
shown to enhance student learning, well-being, and equity (Fullan et al., 2018; Fullan & Langworthy,
2014; Rincón-Gallardo, 2019). Similarly, the failure of colonial top-down neoliberal accountability forces
to improve student achievement and instead to exacerbate inequities for marginalized learners
(Ambrosio, 2013; Hursh, 2007; Starr, 2019), has demanded new forms of internal accountability which
yield equitable student success (Fullan et al., 2015; Macbeath, 2013; OECD, 2014), and anti-oppressive
success (Lopez, 2022). Furthermore, narrow colonial measures focussed on learner outcomes eschew
equity, diversity, and inclusion (Snow et al., 2021). Leadership plays a pivotal role in transforming
educational systems towards equity and decolonization (Andreotti, 2021; Lopez, 2020; Schein, 2010).
This organizational change plan therefore aims to tackle inequity, colonialism, and foster well-being in a
small rural school district through altering pedagogical and leadership praxes and structures.
Aspirations of the Organizational Improvement Plan
Decolonizing and culturally responsive leadership is essential for system change (Lopez, 2020;
Patel, 2016). In British Columbia (BC) and in Canada, the education system is fraught with historic
colonialism and Eurocentrism. Addressing inequities in the education system which impact Indigenous
student success is of critical importance as outlined in Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission
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(TRC) Calls to Action (2015), the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007),
and the BC Auditor General’s Report on Aboriginal Education (2015). Unequivocally, equity and wellbeing for Indigenous, Black, people of colour, and all learners must be improved, requiring significant
change in the way in which schools and districts are led and organized, and how teaching and learning
take place (Battiste, 2013; Capper, 2019; Hannon & Peterson, 2021; Harris & Jones, 2020; Lopez, 2022).
It is within this macrocosmic sea change in education that I situate my research and practice as a
system change leader committed to decolonization, equity, and well-being through system coherence.
Within this crucible, I articulate a bold vision and plan for system success (Fullan, 2021). This work
matters to me and other education leaders. Most importantly, this work matters for our children.
Chapter 1: Why Change? Growing System Coherence for Decolonization, Equity, Well-being
In this first chapter of the OIP, I consider various elements which set the stage for system
change from my role as a school district Lead Learner. Although my positional authority is as
Superintendent of Schools, viewing myself and having others view me as learner in a learning
organization that learns, unlearns, and relearns, models a vital decolonial shift of hierarchical power. I
seek to lead learning and intentionally disrupt colonial paradigms in an education system which is
historically oppressive and inequitable. In this chapter, I first examine the organizational context which
underpins school districts in BC, and in particular, Mountain School District (a pseudonym). Citation
information for MSD is withheld for anonymization purposes. Second, a clear leadership position and
lenses for transformation are developed. This is followed by an articulation of the leadership Problem of
Practice (PoP). In the fourth section of this chapter, the PoP is framed within historical perspectives and
key leadership theories. Subsequently, guiding questions related to the PoP illuminate core challenges
and factors that influence the problem. The final two sections of this initial chapter develop a leadership
vision for change, analyse gaps between the current and desired state, and assess the organization’s
readiness for change. Overarchingly, the question “why change?” will be seen through aspirations for
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system equity, well-being, and decolonization.
Organizational Context
Context matters. Understanding the current macro, meso, and micro organizational landscape is
critical for the work of decolonizing education as the dominant education system paradigm continues to
rely on Eurocentric logic and colonial ways of knowing and organizing (Khalifa et al., 2019; Lopez, 2020).
In this way, naming coloniality, unsettling, and restorying (Nxumalo, 2020; Tuck & Yang, 2012) is
required to dismantle colonial structures and build more equitable educational opportunities for
learners and the learning community. The task is therefore to interrogate the current organizational
state in order to achieve a more sustainable and equitable future (Andreotti, 2021; Paris, 2021).
Political and Social Forces at Play
Mountain School District (MSD) is located within the wider political and social landscape of the
province of BC. Macro level efforts to decolonize education, create equity, and foster well-being
continue to grow in the province. These goals are facilitated by provincial equity-based policies for
inclusive education, Indigenous education, and children in government care (BC Ministry of Education,
2020, 2021), an enabling K-12 curriculum (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.a), and a supportive Mental
Health in Schools framework (BC Ministry of Education, 2020c). The BC Ministry of Education is the
legislated authority for the province’s sixty school districts and through policy, curriculum, and
assessment change, leads the way for BC educators towards greater equity and reconciliation in schools
(Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). BC hosted the OECD 2030 conference and is
well-regarded globally for an equity orientation, an innovative curriculum, and student success, (OECD,
n.d., 2015; Sahlberg, n.d.). Provincial direction thus provides a macrocosmic context which has
significant leverage to support the goals of this OIP. The fire is lit and fuel for change is abundant.
At the same time as equity-oriented provincial policies support decolonial system change, the
province and school districts struggle with political tensions calling for external accountability. Schools
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and districts are required to report annually on student success viewed through narrow metrics
including standardized testing. Continuous improvement on these measures is the goal. Monitoring and
evaluating the system is needed to maintain confidence and trust in public education; transparency in
outcomes for Indigenous learners and marginalized learners is a worthy equity aim. Yet external
accountability also acts as a disabling social and political force towards aims of the PoP because
(a) paradoxically, student success viewed through narrow colonial measures of standardized
test scores and graduation rates maintains a neoliberal focus which does not improve
learner or system success (Apple, 2017; Arar et al., 2020; Ball, 2016; Starr, 2019);
(b) such policies favour urban-centred districts with larger populations through use of urban
metrics such as student satisfaction based on access to after school sports and arts programs
that disadvantage rural learners in small communities with few resources, and do not
account for the statistical volatility of small school cohort data sets; and
(c) measures to demonstrate student success are neither culturally responsive nor
correspondent with BC’s mission statement of the well-rounded and Educated Citizen (BC
Ministry of Education, 2020b; Lopez, 2022).
While school districts are allowed to share additional diverse metrics with their communities, these
success measures are not required by compliance reporting and not reported on the provincial Student
Success website (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b). This suggests to parents, community, and educators
that culturally responsive success measures are not valued; it privileges colonial definitions of success.
Abundant research disputes a neoliberal policy approach (Hursh, 2007). Globally, no educational
jurisdiction improves student outcomes by leading with external accountability (Fullan, 2011; Mehta,
2013; Sahlberg, 2010). Although disaggregated data for Indigenous learners and Children in Care are
helpful in keeping track of system inequities, the policy is problematic in its neoliberal compliance
approach to improvement (Fullan, 2020b; Snow et al., 2021). While accountability is necessary for
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answerability to the public (Patel, 2016), narrow student success measures create a colonial conundrum
which reinforces the traditional grammar of schooling. As will be discussed further in this paper, the
need for decolonial internal accountabilities (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 2001; Macbeath, 2013; Smith et al.,
2019) is essential to grapple with this macro political pressure and support equity and well-being.
Coloniality: Indigenous Land and Cultural Erasure
Most of BC was settled on unceded Indigenous territory. MSD too, is located on stolen Land.
Interrogating coloniality illuminates the erasure of the Sinixt, the First Peoples on whose territory MSD is
located. Although local Indigenous parents, community members, and Elders plan, consult, and partner
with the school district through the Indigenous Education Council (IEC), and MSD has an active
Indigenous Education Enhancement Agreement, the political extinction and erasure of the Sinixt Peoples
in 1956 under the Indian Act continues to reverberate. The Sinixt are not extinct, yet are not legally
recognized despite years of Supreme Court battles and appeals (Keating, 2020; Monaghan, 2012;
Weyler, 2008). The Land is contested. Though court cases continue, there is no resident First Nations
Band on the territory where MSD families and children learn and live. Lack of formal Indigenous
presence and voice present social, political, and legal challenges for Indigenous Peoples and for the
school district. The district must ensure that First Nations, Métis, and Inuit voices, including those of the
Sinixt, are heard and inform decisions. Growing deeper relationships with Indigenous families and
strengthening the district equity focus in partnership with the IEC is therefore an important equity and
social justice aim, a key aspect of MSD’s organizational context.
Demographic Strengths, Inequities, and Rural Data Limitations
Both demographic inequities and strengths are evident in this organization at the heart of the
equity-based PoP. Located in the province of British Columbia, MSD is a rural school district with fewer
than 1000 students in small geographically-dispersed schools (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b).
Indigenous students comprise approximately 20% of the total school district population. A crucial caveat
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in interpreting MSD data is the constraint in small populations of statistical volatility and unreliability of
population level data. For example, a low graduation rate may rest on only a few students not
graduating. Many MSD residents live below the poverty line with a median family income of $65,000,
30% less than the provincial median family income (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b); high poverty rates
have persisted over decades. All school districts in BC are mapped for socio-economic status (SES) by the
University of British Columbia’s Human Early Learning Partnership (HELP). Provincial SES data considers
family income, education level, income assistance rates, residential stability, and single women
households. SES data categorized MSD as “disadvantaged” in 2001. Five years later, MSD was classified
as “advantaged” based on 2006 Statistics Canada/HELP SES data. The data changed as a result of small
demographic shifts: a number of new families moved into communities (Province of BC/UBC Human
Early Learning Project, 2020). For example, 2019 early learner vulnerability data measured by HELP’s
Early Development Instrument (EDI) shows growing strength for learners entering Kindergarten.
Vulnerability for early learners has decreased from previous years to only 20% of learners with
vulnerability in two or more aspects (UBC Human Early Learning Partnership, 2019). Yet despite the
improvement in EDI results since 2010, one fifth of MSD learners enter school with vulnerabilities,
important data in planning for learning success. Because of school district size, small changes
significantly affect data and can also impact funding and services. However, just as the school district
triangulates data from multiple sources and examines trends over time rather than uses single data
points, a recent more equitable provincial funding formula has resulted in increased funding for rural
districts in BC. Likewise, social services have been maintained in recognition of rural community needs.
Geographic remoteness, lower family incomes, and early learner vulnerabilities present
constraints. However, the district is well-regarded for innovative teaching and learning and has
historically maintained solid results on provincial metrics (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b). New
families are relocating to MSD lured by less costly housing, a simpler rural lifestyle, and the reputation of
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good schools. District enrolment is increasing after many years of decline (BC Ministry of Education,
2021b). Five-year Strategic Plan goals appropriately focus on enhancing teaching and learning and on
cultivating community connections. Meanwhile, in recent years, MSD strategic priorities target
improving academic success for Indigenous learners; increasing equity, well-being, and success for all
learners; and deepening place-conscious learning, the district’s signature pedagogy (Greenwood, 2009,
2016). These priorities have emerged upon annual review of provincial, district, and classroom data, and
provide a strong rationale for system change (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.b).
Student Learning Data
Digging deeper into data, three concerning inequity trends are evident. These correspond to
district Strategic Plan goals and remain areas for change. First, a report on Aboriginal Education (The
Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia, 2015) indicates a worrisome provincial graduation rate
gap of 62% in 2014 for Indigenous learners versus 87% for non-Indigenous learners. By 2019/20, despite
improvement, Ministry of Education data show the provincial gap for Indigenous students at 71%
completion rate across all 60 school districts, versus 88% of non-Indigenous students who completed
high school (BC Ministry of Education, 2020a, 2021b). Similar divides between non-Indigenous and
Indigenous learner success are seen in provincial literacy and numeracy metrics. For example, in
2019/20, while 76% of non-Indigenous Grade 4 students were on track in reading, only 61% of
Indigenous students in Grade 4 met this standard. During the same school year, only 60% of Grade 7
Indigenous learners were on track with reading, while 79% of non-Indigenous Grade 7s attained this
standing. On the 2019/20 Literacy 10 assessment, 75% of non-Indigenous students were on track,
compared to only 56% of their Indigenous peers. The 2019/20 Numeracy 10 assessment mirrors the
trend with only 18% of Indigenous students on track and 43% of non-Indigenous students meeting this
level. Though these are provincial data sets, intellectual development equity gap patterns are seen
across BC school districts, including in MSD (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b).

8
A second student learning gap indicates inequity for learners with diverse abilities and
disabilities, including children with learning and sensory disabilities, and behavioural diversity. In this
category, provincial data show graduation rates in 2019/20 of 60-76% for Indigenous learners with
diverse abilities and disabilities across all school districts, versus 81% - 91% graduation rates for nonIndigenous students with designated special needs (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b). Children in
government care make up only 1% of the total student population, yet significant success inequities are
similarly present according to a 2018 report (BC Ministry of Education, 2018).
Third, inequity is found in 2020/21 provincial student well-being data. The Middle Years
Development Instrument (MDI) assesses students from Grades 4-8 using self-reported data. Recent MDI
data from children and youth across BC show that 63% of Grade 4 children are thriving, while by Grade 8
during the COVID pandemic, the percentage of thriving children dropped to only 31% (UBC Human Early
Learning Partnership, 2021). MSD learner well-being data on the MDI likewise show troubling gaps,
despite school and district actions to foster compassionate, safe, and caring cultures.
In sum, student learning data trends show inequities between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
learners, for students with diverse abilities and disabilities, and in student well-being. Data clearly
indicate the need for systemic change in MSD practices and structures to foster equity and well-being
for all learners. The vision for change in MSD responds to an analysis of the gap between the current
reality and the desired state of equity and well-being for all learners. The district’s use of predominantly
narrow metrics as required in the provincial accountability policy presents an additional disparity.
Instead, MSD learning communities are interested in cultivating decolonial metrics that foster antioppressive and culturally responsive measures of success to promote equity and well-being and honour
diversity and rurality (Lopez, 2022). Stories of student engagement, holistic indicators of well-being,
learner connections with and contributions to community, and participation in critical place-conscious
learning are desired: Addressing this structural aim is in accordance with MSD’s system change for
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equity goals (Capper, 2018; Greenwood, 2019; Hannon & Peterson, 2021; Harris & Jones, 2020).
MSD’s principals, vice-principals, and its senior leaders form a strong Leadership Team who
grapple with these equity concerns and confirm the PoP vision for decolonization, well-being, and
success for all. The team is committed to building capacity in equitable praxes and structures, fostering
success for all learners based on holistic and culturally responsive measures, and using anti-colonial
structures and practices. Connecting this aspiration to current organizational structures and frameworks
prepares the ground for transformation and foreshadows Chapter 3’s plan for change.
Equity-focused BC and MSD Organizational and Leadership Frameworks
Aspirations in this OIP also align with provincial and MSD leadership and organizational
frameworks. Although historically, transformational leadership provided a leadership frame for MSD
(Avolio & Bass, 1988), the drive for greater equity and decolonizing structure and practice has impelled
MSD district leaders to shift away from this Eurocentric leadership lens in recent years (Jimenez-Luque,
2021). Instead, distributed and responsive leadership frameworks are embraced, engendering greater
inclusion, flattening hierarchies, and edging towards anti-colonial structures (Daly, 2010; Jimenez-Luque,
2021; Khalifa et al., 2016). In this way, MSD leaders are exploring and enacting decolonizing leadership
praxes (Capper, 2018; Lopez, 2020; Simpson, 2014), while culturally sustaining pedagogies which
integrate decolonial praxes towards strength-based decolonization are emergent (Paris, 2021).
MSD leadership approaches align with provincial structures and policies founded on equity and
inclusion which govern BC public schools. BC educators use a strong equity-focused and core
competency-based K-12 curriculum (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.a). The province’s K-12 draft reporting
and assessment policy envisions gradeless reporting through the school year with one final summative
written report, edging towards culturally responsive assessment (BC Ministry of Education, 2019,
2022b). Indigenous worldviews and perspectives are integrated in BC K-12 curriculum, and starting in
2023, all students must take an Indigenous culture or language course to qualify for Grade 12 graduation
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(BC Ministry of Education, 2015a, 2022a). To support human flourishing, an evidence-informed
provincial Mental Health in Schools framework is in place in each district to promote student and adult
well-being (BC Ministry of Education, 2020c). BC’s provincial policy frameworks are informed by the
OECD and key global thought leaders (Dumont et al., 2010; Paniagua & Istance, 2018; Vincent-Lancrin et
al., 2019) and substantively underpin the PoP. Indeed, provincially and in MSD, there is coherence in
policy and practice aimed at equity in teaching and learning, and in fostering adult and student wellbeing. As solutions for the PoP are investigated in Chapter 2 and the plan for change is articulated in
Chapter 3, these enabling organizational frameworks will inform and support system transformation.
The seeds of change leadership for equity and decolonization are sown.
Dismantling Coloniality: Transforming for Equity
Yet despite aspirational policies and goals, equity and well-being gaps remain, as seen in the
student learning data. In addition, top-down hierarchies common in schools give minimal student,
parent, and community voice despite goals to move toward greater equity and change (Greenwood,
2009; Khalifa et al., 2019; Simpson, 2016). Paris (2021) asks a relevant question for this time in
education through the lens of culturally sustainable pedagogies, an emerging field which builds on
culturally responsive pedagogy and takes a strength-based approach: “How can education be reclaimed,
imagined anew, transformed to part of a possible future?” (p. 365). The work of the OIP is to coherently
deepen theories of change and possibilize actions aimed at both dismantling colonialism and
constructing equity and flourishing, therein imagining a possible future anew (Cherkowski et al., 2020).
In closing, an analysis of the organizational context both within the macro system of provincial
educational paradigms, policies, and change, and from the meso perspective of Mountain School District
reveals three interwoven threads. First, the time is nigh for decolonization and equity work in this PoP.
Second, forces both inside and outside the school district organization support this system
transformation. Last, current leadership approaches and structures can be strengthened through
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emergent decolonizing theories, which providing promise to create coherence for change.
Leadership Lenses and Positionality Statement
In the same way that understanding context is foundational to educational change, situating
leadership within theoretical and experiential paradigms and interrogating a leader’s positionality and
worldview informs the way leaders lead. Elkington (2020) writes of the African concept of Ubuntu,
connecting its communal and interrelated focus to ethical leadership. Ubuntu offers a humanizing and
sustainable epistemology; the world is viewed through the lens of “I am because we are”, and as in
other Indigenous epistemologies, relational connections to a greater long-term good are envisioned in
this anti-colonial worldview (Eze, 2011, para. 1). Leadership is framed by equity and decolonization, the
heart of the PoP. Leaders are at their best when they strive to ensure others are at their best (Elkington,
2020). Rather than colonial Western ideals of leadership focused on individuality, greed, and power,
Ubuntu ecosophy connects to Indigenous epistemologies which are holistic, systemic and sustainable
(Elkington, 2020). Indigenous worldviews consider the impact of decisions and choices on future
generations rather than the immediacy of the foreseeable future, and pose leadership meet needs of
the whole community, the more-than-human world, and the planet (Julien et al., 2010; Nxumalo, 2020;
Paris, 2021). These sustainable, communal, and relational epistemologies inform my leadership.
Positionality and Role
I gratefully acknowledge that I live and learn on the traditional unceded territory of the Sinixt
Peoples, erased under the colonial structure of the Indian Act (Goodale, et al., 2011; Keating, 2020;
Sinixt Nation, n.d.). I honour the ongoing presence of the Sinixt and am appreciative for the care and
stewardship of this Land by the Sinixt and by all First Nations, Inuit, and Métis Peoples connected with
this place. On my leadership journey I have much to learn about racism and decolonizing my praxes.
Inspired by the hope of decolonial and Indigenous views of leadership, I aim to integrate
decolonizing Western leadership theories into my leadership practice, respectfully informed by
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principles of Indigenous wisdom. I was educated in a colonial system and am working to dismantle
colonialism cognizant of my privilege and position as a white settler guest on unceded Land. I undergird
my positionality, leadership experience, and theoretical frameworks with respect for Indigenous
Knowledges and perspectives. As a Lead Learner in MSD, I am committed to holistic, interconnected,
and relational models for leading educational change. Dei and Jajj (2018) write that education needs
more subversion in order to realize a decolonial and hopeful future. I commit to subversion and
disruption for equity. To this end, I recognize the role I can play as a white settler leader who has been
invited to be an ally towards reconciliation by MSD’s Indigenous Education Council. Relatedly, I see my
leadership through two main threads: spirit work and the science of collaboration (Fullan & Edwards,
2021). I lead from my heart and deeply value connection with the spirits of others in the human world
and the more-than-human world. Centring my practice as a leader with love and care for all learners,
parents, communities, and for our planet resonates profoundly.
I position myself therefore as a scholar-practitioner journeying towards decolonizing my practice
as an educator, leader, and scholar. The Two-Row-Wampum-Covenant is known by the Haudenosaunee
as “the thing by which they link arms” (Hill & Coleman, 2019, p. 340). It is a powerful metaphor for how
Indigenous Peoples and settlers can respect and honour one another’s traditions and build healthy
relationships. Similarly, I aspire to be a leader who works in relationship with those I serve, a faithful and
committed ally in the collective work Indigenous and non-Indigenous people share, realizing the TRC’s
Calls to Action. Learning and unlearning are key leadership responsibilities I take up with good heart on
the communal journey towards decolonization, well-being, equity, and success for all learners.
For decades, I have served in K-12 education—in the past eight years as Lead Learner in MSD.
Current district structures are evolving to become more inclusive and collaborative. Rather than
decisions made top down by the Superintendent, my leadership focus has been to foster relational
accountabilities (Schnellert & Davidson, 2020), embrace critical pedagogies, and decolonize my
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leadership practice (Lopez, 2020). As a woman in the senior leadership role, decolonial social justice, and
ethical and critical theory inform my leadership approach (Liu, 2017; Theoharis, 2007; Ylimaki, 2012). In
this way, my role in the MSD change process includes co-creating vision, goals, and plans with district
and school teams and educational partners; working with partners and the Board of Education in
coherence with the District Strategic Plan and Ministry of Education policy; and learning and unlearning
together towards equity, decolonization, and well-being. MSD decolonized structures and praxes
continue to evolve and deepen through shared leadership with learning teams, working groups, and
committees comprised of diverse educational partners. Yet as the PoP identifies, more equity and
shared power and agency are needed. I adopt Western leadership lenses of adaptive leadership with
systems thinking, complexity theory, and decolonial social justice because these leadership approaches
align with my overarching goal to collaboratively cultivate equity and success with all student and adult
learners I serve. These leadership lenses synergize emergence, interconnectedness, and relationship.
Four Leadership Lenses for Decolonization
The issues are complex and interrelated in this PoP for system change. Achieving equity,
decolonization, and success for all learners is not a simple problem, easily fixed. Instead, the PoP
demands a nuanced and responsive leadership approach. Adaptive leadership therefore constitutes the
overarching theoretical framework (Heifetz, 1994), while systems thinking, complexity leadership, and
decolonial leadership theory and practice interweave an anti-colonial leadership vision.
Adaptive Leadership
A subset of complexity leadership theory (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), adaptive leadership provides a
framework and set of practices to confront tough, complicated problems. An adaptive leader leads by
mobilizing, motivating, organizing, orienting, and focusing others in their organization, rather than as
the key change actor as is common in leadership approaches focused on the leader’s traits and
personality (Heifetz et al., 2009). Appropriate for MSD’s PoP, adaptive leadership examines multi-
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faceted problems in which many actors need to change practice, and significant structural change is
required (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018; Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). An adaptive approach to leadership is based
on the leadership of all, rather than the few with positional power, and thus supports decolonization.
Key strengths in adaptive leadership theory are that leaders take a learning approach to change, the
theory is community-centred rather than leader-focused, and its central purpose is to help organizations
deal with values, confront practice, learn to change individually, and address system problems
(Northouse, 2019). Leaders create an adaptive learning culture through ten features: proactivity;
commitment to learning to learn; positive assumptions about human nature; belief that change is
desirable and possible; commitment to truth through both inquiry and pragmatism; future-orientation;
commitment to open, deep, and relevant communication; commitment to cultural diversity and
inclusion; commitment to system thinking; and belief that change happens through analysing and
interrogating existing organizational culture (Schein, 2010). Considering the complexities in education
and the MSD PoP, an adaptive lens is key. Moreover, adaptive leadership aligns with Indigenous
worldviews as it embeds horizontal and decolonizing hierarchies to create deep and long-lasting change.
Criticisms of adaptive leadership contend it is primarily practice-oriented, not well researched or
developed, too broad and abstract, and lacks a clear ethical perspective (Northouse, 2019). To mitigate
these limitations, systems thinking, complexity leadership, and decolonial leadership (Fullan, 2006;
Senge, 1994) augment and deepen an adaptive leadership approach. These are discussed next.
Systems Thinking Leadership
First, systems thinking helps leaders grapple with interconnectedness and relational
accountabilities (Senge et al., 2015), dimensions which also align with Indigenous epistemologies
(Goodchild, 2021; Smith et al., 2019). The essence of systems thinking is seeing relationships in the
human world just as all life thrives—in whole and interconnected, ever-changing adaptive systems
(Maturana et al., 1974). Through a systems thinking lens, leadership is seeing interwoven components
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which together create a system, not altering isolated parts of an organization. As Senge (2020)
observes, “It is a way of seeing and thinking that honors profound inter-connectedness, that nothing
exists separately” (p. 58). This systems stance provides a humbling and powerful vision for leaders
working alongside and in relation, ever willing to welcome the emergent and unexpected.
Complexity Leadership
In a similar vein, complexity leadership is founded on notions of emergence and rich
interconnectivity. Complexity leadership theory encourages learning, creativity, and adaptation in
complex organizational systems (Kershner & McQuillan, 2016; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018). It connects with
decolonial perspectives of unlearning and restorying (Smith et al., 2019). Uhl-bien and Arena (2017)
note that complexity leadership impacts all parts of the organizational system and holds space for
unpredictability. Rather than an order response to events, complexity leadership supports an adaptive
response in which leaders and organizations pivot in real time to changing circumstances (Uhl-Bien &
Arena, 2017). Emergence results, as adaptive responsiveness creates a new order similar to nature’s
self-organization. Innovation, creativity, and space to consider new perspectives are powerful aspects of
complexity leadership. Complexity leadership uses the forces of network structures, group cohesion,
bridging, and boundary crossing to deal with two opposing forces in complexity dynamics: the tension
and adaptive space of conflicting and the emergence and possibilities in intentionally linking up to foster
adaptive responses to change (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017, p. 13). This dynamic, responsive, networked
approach to leadership is pivotal to the plan for change developed in Chapter 3.
Decolonial Leadership
Finally, undergirding adaptive, complexity, and systems thinking leadership, decolonial
leadership theory provides a critical lens and moral compass to address equity and decolonization
(Khalifa et al., 2016; Liu, 2017; Niesche & Keddie, 2015). Yet Tuck and Yang (2012) warn white settler
leaders not to use decolonization as mere words and metaphor to assuage their settler guilt, and thus
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further perpetuate the pall of settler colonialism while paying lip service to real change: “When
metaphor invades decolonization, it kills the very possibility of decolonization; it recenters whiteness, it
resettles theory, it extends innocence to the settler, it entertains a settler future” (p.3).
I am learning to decolonize my leadership respectfully, appropriately, and in a good way. On the
journey, I am taught by Indigenous students, parents, Knowledge Keepers, and Elders in the MSD
community, and critical Indigenous and non-Indigenous friends. Likewise, I learn, unlearn, and relearn
from Indigenous scholars and researchers of colour, unsettling my colonial roots to decolonize this
education system which has benefited me with power and privilege because of settler whiteness. Lopez
(2020) urges, “It is important for educational leaders to develop a decolonizing philosophy that guides
action” (p. 28), and “enacting decolonizing leadership and embracing new epistemologies should not be
an act of drudgery, but of joy, hope and possibility” (p. 32). In this spirit, I am committed to
decolonization as a hopeful and joyful critical leadership lens. While recognizing that I will make
mistakes, I believe this leadership journey is essential to disrupt the colonial agenda (Dei & Jajj, 2018).
In summary, decolonial leadership, systems thinking, complexity leadership, and adaptive
leadership provide a rich synergy of leadership approaches, weaving change. A coherent theoretical
road map illustrated in Appendix A is informed by my positionality, aligns with the PoP aims for
decolonization, equity, and well-being, and underpins how to approach the Problem of Practice (PoP).
Leadership Problem of Practice Discussion
Decolonization, equity, and well-being present a critical and urgent nexus for change for school
districts in this complicated time in education (Battiste 2013; Harris & Jones, 2015). To achieve this
complex transformation, system coherence is required, defined as a shared and deep understanding
about the nature and purpose of the work (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). Yet there are complex adaptive
leadership challenges in leading for organizational adaptability, disrupting colonial and inequitable
praxes and structures to improve student success, and cultivating coherence (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018).
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Three primary gaps stand out in this PoP. First, dissonance exists between district equity goals and the
inequitable achievement of Indigenous learners compared to non-Indigenous learners (BC Ministry of
Education, 2021b). Whereas MSD graduation rates for non-Indigenous students are over 90%,
Indigenous student graduation rates vary between 70% and 90% depending on the cohort; MSD literacy,
numeracy and well-being data present a similar equity divide (BC Ministry of Education, 2021b). Second,
there is a knowing-doing gap between narrow measures of success outlined in the provincial
accountability policy and resultant compliance in district and school plans (BC Ministry of Education,
n.d.-b), versus knowledge that more holistic and culturally responsive measures of success (Mahuika et
al., 2011; Snow et al., 2021; Vincent-Lancrin et al., 2014), and internal accountabilities (Hattie &
Hamilton, 2020; Macbeath, 2013; Rincón-Gallardo & Fullan, 2016), actually improve student learning.
Finally, some current school district structures employ vertical hierarchies, amidst growing research that
urges structural decolonization (Andreotti, 2021; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011), and literature that proposes
equitable and Compassionate System Leadership to foster engagement, voice, agency, and thereby wellbeing for all educational partners (Mansfield & Jean-Marie, 2015; Senge et al., 2015).
Correspondingly, decolonization, equity and well-being research identify the need to deepen
work with students, parents, and staff collaboratively and laterally rather than replicate colonial power
structures (Fullan & Edwards, 2021; Patel, 2016). Interrogating how best to improve success for all
learners by privileging internal accountabilities including pedagogies for deep learning (Fullan et al.,
2018; Fullan & Langworthy, 2014; Paris, 2021; Quinn et al., 2020) using culturally responsive evidence,
data, and measures that improve learning (Mahuika et al., 2011; Nortvedt et al., 2020), and fostering
learning leadership which engages all members of the educational community towards decolonizing
district structures and praxes present essential areas for change. System learning leaders at the core of
this inquiry hold influence within the school district and in regional and provincial networks, and thereby
offer significant agency to collaboratively cultivate system success, co-create and resource strategies
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and structures for change, and collectively grow equitable and decolonizing school, district, and
provincial policy and practice (Daly, 2010; Lopez, 2020; McGregor et al., 2019). Consequently, a focus on
creating overarching systemness where all partners co-create decolonization, equity and well-being
forms the heart of the problem (Fullan, 2021).
Framing the PoP: Leading Change through Complex Adaptive Systems Theory
Complex Adaptive Systems theory (CAS) frames the PoP. CAS connects deeply with leadership
approaches and lenses of this OIP and offers a hopeful organizational framework for the complex work
of decolonial and equitable system change. Macro, meso, and micro forces aback of the organizational
context add difficulty for MSD while inequities for Indigenous learners and diverse learners, and
decreased student well-being likewise present significant coherence concerns. In this PoP, CAS connects
to Indigenous ontologies which for millennia have valued holistic interconnectedness between the
human and more-than-human world (Battiste, 2013; Nxumalo, 2020). Similarly important for
educational change, CAS provides space for creativity and learning: It focuses on the whole system and
relationships between all its parts (Mason, 2008, 2016) like the deeply holistic interrelatedness of
Indigenous worldviews (Smith et al., 2019). CAS grew from systems theory (Argyris & Schön, 1997;
Senge, 2006) and study of the complexity of living organisms which continuously interconnect in order
to survive and thrive (Capra, 1996; Maturana et al., 1974). In additional to holistic system
transformation, emergence which is so germane to complexity leadership, is also key to complex
adaptive systems (Hubbard & Datnow, 2020; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). Through the concept of
emergence, MSD learning leaders can anticipate the unexpected behaviours, properties, and solutions
which occur as systems reach a critical level of complexity. Indeed, CAS forms a strong organizational
theory for educational systems like MSD with a myriad of actors, policies, and constant changes in
curriculum, personnel, and leadership (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). It offers support for the disruption
needed for decolonizing education (Dei & Jajj, 2018; Nxumalo, 2020). Davis and Sumara (2006) note that
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CAS theory involves innate characteristics of system change including internal diversity; internal
redundancy; neighbourhood interactions; decentralization of control; coherence for collective purpose
and identity; randomness and sources of disruption; negative and positive feedback loops; and space for
error and failure. These characteristics mirror dimensions of depth education which provides space to
confront the complexity of human wrongs which lead to coloniality (Andreotti, 2021; Jimenez-Luque,
2021). Rather than student or teacher-centred, the world is the teacher (Andreotti, 2021).
CAS also provides a relational organizational frame pertinent to the PoP. Just as CAS theory
posits, MSD is comprised of many dynamic networks of interactions. Complex relational diversity,
curiosity, and inquiry-mindedness conceptualized in CAS (Morrison, 2010) are also apparent in diverse
facets of MSD organizational culture. As a theory of change, CAS offers a paradigm of co-evolution,
adaptation, and a shift to horizontal leadership. CAS also presents a framework for change which
enables greater agency and voice (Kershner & McQuillan, 2016), thus engendering decolonial change
towards anti-oppressive and strengthened partnerships with community, Elders, parents, and students,
as well as ecological sustainability so important for MSD communities (Andreotti, 2021; Elkington, 2020).
Finally, CAS theory aligns with the theoretical frameworks which guide the organization:
decolonial place-consciousness (Nxumalo, 2015; Simpson, 2014), systems thinking, and complex
adaptive systems leadership. It is similarly coherent with the leadership lenses and theories chosen for
the PoP: adaptive leadership theory strengthened by systems thinking, complexity leadership and
decolonial leadership. CAS also presents a theory for change which dovetails with three apt leadership
approaches to change: relational accountability, networked collaboration, and Compassionate Systems
Leadership. Though Western, these three leadership change approaches connect to Indigenous
worldviews, equity, and decolonization, deepening CAS as a theory of transformation.
Three Equity-Oriented and Decolonizing Leadership Approaches to Change
Coherent framing through theories of change, theories of leadership, and leadership approaches
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for change cradle this OIP and strengthen the aims for decolonization, equity, and well-being. Together,
relational accountability, networked collaboration, and Compassionate Systems Leadership (CSL) share a
common potential: to inform MSD change leadership practice through unlearning colonial habits and
relearning how to lead in authentic, horizontal, and decolonizing ways (Lopez, 2020). In addition, all
three approaches strengthen internal accountability and equity, so core to the PoP and vital for system
success (Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Macbeath, 2013; Sahlberg, 2010; Vincent-Lancrin et al., 2019).
Relational Accountability
Being accountable to one another and leading change through relational ways of being posits a
vulnerable and vital space for ethical and authentic decolonizing leadership (Cross et al., 2019; Liu,
2017). Relational trust builds professional capacity and correlates to student success (Bryk & Schneider,
2002, 2003). Indeed, when educators and leaders focus on interpersonal skills and professional
capacities such as listening deeply, questioning, furthering discussion, and collaborating in nuanced
ways of interacting, they also build common vision and improve student outcomes (Daly, 2015). Yet
positioning trust as an internal relational accountability between leaders and those they serve, and
recognizing the need for educators’ relational accountability to Indigenous communities, is a relatively
nascent area of Western scholarship informed by Indigenous epistemologies and a decolonizing lens
(Barlo et al., 2021; Schnellert & Davidson, 2020). Kirkness and Barnhardt’s (1991) four Rs provide a
pivotal relational accountability: Reciprocity, respect, relevance, and responsibility should underpin how
educational systems change in their work together with Indigenous Peoples (Debassige & Wakeham,
2015; Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991). Relational accountability provides a leadership practice that
strengthens change leadership in MSD, and indeed all educational communities (Smith et al., 2019).
Networked Collaboration
Like relational accountability, networked collaboration provides a relational frame for the PoP. It
supports MSD leadership and cultivates pedagogical practice and well-being. Leading change through
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collaborative professional networks builds adult capacity and improves student success (Robertson &
Timperley, 2011; Timperley, 2011; Timperley et al., 2017). Hattie’s metanalysis research cites the effect
size of collective teacher efficacy at 1.57, a highly effective practice for improving learner outcomes
(Donohoo et al., 2018; Hattie, 2015, 2018). Collaborative networks also follow the wisdom of Indigenous
leadership practice (Julien et al., 2010). Using networked learning communities to lead change in MSD
builds on a strong existing culture of equity-oriented district inquiry networks, making this change
leadership approach an evolutionary deepening of practice with learners at the centre (Daly & Stoll,
2018; Halbert & Kaser, 2016). Educator flourishing is also served by the common moral purpose of
collaborative work done in community which fosters passion, play, and presence (Cherkowski & Walker,
2018). Since educator well-being profoundly impacts student well-being (Oberle & Schonert-Reichl,
2016), importantly for the PoP, networked collaboration and collective inquiry support equity-oriented
horizontal and decolonizing structures (Battiste, 2013; Rincón-Gallardo & Fullan, 2016) and feed our
human hunger for connectedness, shared purpose, and flourishing (Cherkowski et al., 2020).
Compassionate Systems Leadership
Leaders in MSD also increasingly practice Compassionate Systems Leadership (CSL) (Boell &
Senge, 2017; Senge, 2020). CSL integrates learning skills in three domains: personal mastery and selfawareness; cultivating generative social fields in interpersonal and group relationships; and integrating
systems thinking tools to examine personal, interpersonal and system change (Center for Systems
Awareness, n.d.). CSL skills have proved effective for the MSD leadership team in fostering relational and
networked system transformation (Cook et al., 2021; Friedlaender, 2019). As shown in Chapter 3, CSL
will deepen change plan work with all community partners. This decolonizing and equity-focused
leadership approach also fuses with existing BC and district practice: CSL is supported by BC’s Ministry of
Education and forms a core pillar in the BC Mental Health in Schools strategy (2020). Through focusing
on well-being and system awareness, CSL benefits the interconnected education system. In sum, CSL,
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like relational accountability and networked collaboration, focuses on the human interaction of learning
together and from one another in community. These relational learning leadership approaches frame
the PoP and serve to dismantle colonial hierarchies and structures.
Coherence Between Leadership and Organizational Theories
Framing the PoP with coherence between MSD’s organizational frameworks, leadership
positionality and lenses, and theoretical leadership approaches for change, is underpinned by
Indigenous and critical epistemologies. Visualized as a conceptual model for change in Appendix B, these
frames form a synergistic whole to undergird transformation of structures and praxes raised in the PoP.
A brave space for system change predicated on equity, well-being, and decolonization (Arao & Clemens,
2013; Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2014) is envisioned and prompts questions to guide investigation of the PoP.
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice
In this discussion of the PoP, three guiding questions emerge. The questions frame the PoP and
will be considered in greater depth in Chapter 2 as potential solutions to the problem are examined. All
three questions converge around themes of equity, well-being, and decolonization. Each deepens
inquiry into what needs to change in MSD. In addition, from a macro perspective, these questions
coherently intersect with global system change research (Harris & Jones, 2020), align with UNDRIP
(2007), the TRC Calls to Action (2015), with BC educational policy, and the gap analysis in MSD:
1) How can decolonizing school and district structures and practice enhance learning, and
create coherent and sustainable system change (Lopez, 2020; Tuck & Yang, 2012)?
2) How will changing the learning leadership model increase equity, well-being, and success for
all learners (Jones & Harris, 2014; Macbeath, 2013; Robertson & Timperley, 2011)?
3) In what ways can focus on internal accountabilities and privileging holistic, anti-oppressive,
and culturally responsive measures of achievement increase the success of all learners in
MSD (Fullan & Quinn, 2016; Khalifa et al., 2016; Lopez, 2022; Niesche & Keddie, 2015)?
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Key questions at the heart of this PoP therefore invite conceptualizing leadership which
strengthens equity practices to decolonize teaching and learning, posits culturally responsive teaching
and assessment, and interrogates colonial structures (Mahuika et al., 2011; Nxumalo, 2015; Simpson,
2014; Snow et al., 2021). These guiding questions also point to macro factors which support and also
create challenges identified in the PoP. Societal, political, and cultural shifts are happening in the world
and in education. Just a decade ago, the language of equity and decolonization was on the fringes of
educational discourse. Now events such as the COVID pandemic, Black Lives Matter movement, TRC
Calls to Action, and Every Child Matters actions honouring residential school victims and survivors, have
brought equity, diversity, inclusion, and decolonization into the educational vernacular. This whorl of
change is opportune. Like Zugunruhe, a German word describing the phenomenon of restless anxiety
exhibited by birds and animals just before commencing migration, this PoP and plan for change are
enveloped by systemic restlessness, readiness, and the urgent need for transformation.
MSD’s guiding questions and PoP therefore articulate significant challenges framed by centuries
of racism, colonization, and erasure of Indigenous Peoples in Canada and the world and also a societal
change context that invites equity and decolonization. Racism and significant achievement gaps
continue to exist for BC’s Indigenous students. BC’s Auditor General Report (2015) cites that Indigenous
learners face “the racism of low expectations”—many Indigenous students fail or are streamed into nonacademic courses, not because they are incapable, but because educators do not believe Indigenous
learners can be successful. Colonial erasure of Indigenous culture and language likewise foregrounds the
PoP and this research inquiry. The pall of coloniality and the need to tell the truth about the racist past
and its shadows into present are therefore key drivers for decolonization and equity in the PoP (Battiste,
2013; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Simpson, 2002). In addition to inequity for Indigenous learners, success for
all learners in MSD presents an equity challenge. Consequently, change plans must interrogate and
disrupt colonial structures and practices and nurture greater voice, agency, and enactment for all
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learners, parents, Elders, and Indigenous communities (Brunette-Debassige, 2021; Lopez, 2020). A
decolonial leadership stance to focus leadership vision for change is critical in this PoP.
Leadership Focused Vision for Change
The vision for change in MSD follows an analysis of the organizational context, aligns with the
Lead Learner’s positionality and leadership lenses, and embraces the PoP guiding questions. To focus
leadership vision, a review of the organization’s decision-making structures, an analysis of gaps between
the current and desired state, and the change drivers and change priorities are examined in this section.
Underscoring the leadership vision for change are the critical threads of equity and decolonization.
MSD is a BC school district offering K-12 public education to all learners within its communities.
Currently, decision-making structures in the district are in flux: power is historically hierarchical, with the
roots of coloniality entrenched, and yet MSD is moving towards greater involvement of all educational
partners to inform and make decisions. Historically, the Superintendent/CEO made most operational
decisions and the Board of Education performed a governance role and set policy. Principals and vice
principals made school-based decisions; teachers and support staff enacted these decisions. Voice and
agency from students, parents, and the Indigenous community was absent. In an evolutionary and
decolonizing journey informed by macro forces of social justice and equity, I have forged a path to
deepen collaborative practice and decision-making. Recasting role titles from CEO to Lead Learner, from
administrators to school leaders, and from the School Board to the Board of Education are intentional
shifts which capture the leadership vision for decolonial change. Language counts. Strengthened
partnerships and foregrounded voice and agency are shifting MSD culture and organizational structures.
Yet, as the PoP demonstrates, if equity, well-being, and decolonization are core aims, there is much
work yet to do in shifting leadership structures. Lifting the leadership, voice, and engagement of
students, parents, Elders, Indigenous community, and of teachers, support staff, and school leaders to
lead learning and decision-making is a key structural change in leadership vision.
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To inform leadership vision, three gap analysis tools are used. First, Fullan and Quinn’s (2016)
Coherence Framework aids in system analysis. Second, Senge’s Creative Tension model visually anchors
the gap between the current and desired state (Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015). Underpinning the decolonial
vision for change is the third tool: Lopez and Jean-Marie’s Name, Own, Frame and Sustain (NOFS)
framework which aims to disrupt the current system and unsettle colonization and anti-Black racism
(Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021). As shown in Appendix C, the NOFS framework, Creative Tension model, and
Coherence Framework provide decolonizing and equity-focused lenses for the OIP. These three frames
articulate the vision for change: they identify areas for growth, leverage leadership to improve holistic
and culturally responsive student success (Khalifa, et al., 2016; Lopez, 2020), and disrupt settler
colonialism (Patel, 2016; Simpson, 2016). Greater systemness is possibilized as all partners build vision
toward three shared aims. That said, the gap analysis process with students, parents, Indigenous
community and Elders, and staff must be inclusive. Diverse non-colonial voices co-leading at all stages of
change decentres whiteness (Kovach, 2009; Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021). Thus far, a preliminary analysis
of areas for growth has been conducted by the MSD Leadership team using Fullan and Quinn’s
Coherence Framework and by a range of partners using Senge’s Creative Tension model. Both tools are
grounded in a relational and systems perspective. An inclusive, equitable, and decolonizing gap analysis
process using these tools with the NOFS model will guide the change plan. Meanwhile, as shown in the
next sections, the preliminary gap inquiry yields evidence to frame a leadership vision for change.
Gap Analysis: Areas for Change from the Coherence Assessment Tool
The MSD Leadership Team considered the current state of the district through the Coherence
Assessment tool. District leaders participated as learners alongside school leaders, thus disrupting
vertical hierarchies (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). Evidence from each of the four quadrants of the tool and
their sub-components were discussed in deep learning conversations with the Leadership Team; areas
for growth are shown in Appendix D. In the fostering direction quadrant, three sub-components were
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identified to strengthen: increasing shared purpose to drive action, tightening strategic plan and school
growth plans to have a smaller number of goals, and ensuring that clear strategies for achieving goals
were known by all. In the creating collaborative cultures quadrant, the team noted that although this
was an area of strength, areas to improve included having a growth mindset, leaders modelling learning,
collective capacity building, and enhancing collaboration structures and processes. Strengths were cited
in the deepening learning component, yet clear learning goals to drive teaching, a clear set of
pedagogical practices, and regular use of robust practices to improve student work were noted as areas
to deepen. Finally, in the securing accountability component, building capacity for continuous
improvement, seeing underperformance as opportunity, and using external accountability measures to
benchmark progress were areas noted for future growth.
Gap Analysis: Areas for Change from the Creative Tension Model
Senge’s (2006) Creative Tension model also provides a useful analysis of the gap between the
current and future state of the organization. Defined as the force when a future vision conflicts with the
current situation (Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015), creative tension between these poles provides energy for
change. The gap is resolved either by taking action through fundamental longer-term solutions or
engaging in symptomatic quick fix solutions which relieve pressure but do not solve issues. As the
emotional tension builds between what is and what could be, anxiety and emotional distress develop in
the organizational system. Mastery of creative tension is fostered by perseverance and patience (Senge,
2006), akin to one of the First Peoples Principles of Learning (FPPL) that “learning takes patience and
time” (FNESC, 2008, para. 1). Therefore, it is critically important to continually learn, unlearn, and
relearn, and thus see current reality clearly. As Senge (2006) notes, leaders often espouse vision, but
neglect to understand the current state. Holding tension between both the MSD change goals and a
clear picture of current reality, serves as a catalyst for a shared vision for change.
MSD leaders held preliminary gap analysis discussions with the Indigenous Education Council,
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the Board of Education, staff, parents, and amongst the Leadership Team of school and district leaders.
These conversations examined student learning data referenced earlier in this chapter. This illuminated
gaps and sparked creative tension between student outcomes and the district vision, mission, and the
Strategic Plan that articulates equity and success for all learners. Equity gaps became apparent and have
also surfaced in staff and parent School Growth Plan meetings, with Indigenous learners and families in
Indigenous Equity Scan conversations, and with the Board and the Leadership Team during annual
strategic priority discussions. Partners in the school district also saw a literacy achievement gap for
Indigenous and some non-Indigenous learners; a gap in graduation rates for Indigenous learners; and
SES data which show higher than provincial poverty rates. In addition, intersectionality between
students with mental health needs, diverse learning needs, and Indigenous ancestry; concerns about
student and staff well-being exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic; and a stigmatized “povrecita”
culture (Wagner, 2006) of lower expectations for some students were noted. These gaps are illustrated
in Appendix E and inform change priorities addressed in the final two chapters of this paper.
This Creative Tension gap analysis articulates a clear vision for change. It identifies the need to
use metrics and approaches for teaching and learning that move all learners forward, to embed
culturally sustainable and culturally responsive pedagogies (Mahuika et al., 2011; Paris, 2021; Snow et
al., 2021), to ensure authentic Indigenous presence and voice, and to cultivate greater agency and
empowerment for all learners and learning partners. As a result, shared leadership between all partners
is envisioned with Indigenous Elders, community, students, parents, and staff working collaboratively.
Extending rich narrative and qualitative evidence of student and staff well-being, engaging with
community, and continuing to deepen critical place-conscious learning are likewise pictured
(Greenwood, 2019; Nxumalo, 2020). These form internal accountability areas to strengthen (Fullan et
al., 2015; Macbeath, 2013). Overarchingly, the future state deepens collective capacity in all layers of
the MSD learning community towards a shared vision of decolonization, equity, and well-being.
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Priorities for Change
A gap analysis review demonstrates that equity, well-being, and decolonization are priorities for
change. In order to achieve these priorities, system coherence informed by Fullan and Quinn’s (2016)
framework will need to be strengthened. MSD’s change goals contemplate equitable praxes and
structures, success for all learners based on holistic and culturally responsive metrics, and decolonized
structures and practices to support learning leadership. To achieve these aspirations, rich dialogue with
all educational partners co-constructing change is essential. Diverse voices must be present and diverse
data must inform the change process at each step. Finally, as Lopez and Jean-Marie (2021) urge, naming
and owning responsibility for colonial oppression leading to these gaps in learner and system success as
well as thoughtfully nurturing and sustaining equitable, flourishing, and decolonial action is critical.
Drivers for Change
A range of external and internal drivers inform system change planning in MSD. Daly and Stoll
(2018) speak of moving from a community of learners to a community that learns. Leveraging MSD’s
successful networks and PLNs as catalysts to learn and unlearn together in community is a key change
driver. Internal drivers also include an emerging culture of open dialogue with the Indigenous Education
Council, and parents and staff sharing experiences of education in the district and collaboratively
examining data and evidence to identify priorities. These conversations note strengths and target foci
for improvement. Often missing as partners are students. Going forward, this colonial omission needs to
be rectified, with all learners afforded voice and agency in change planning.
External forces also provide pressure and drive change action. An Equity in Action structure was
initiated by the Ministry of Education in all 60 BC school districts (BC Ministry of Education, 2020d);
Equity Scan conversations with Indigenous students and their families are thus a force for change. The
wisdom and guidance of Indigenous learners and their families creates relational accountability for
school and district leaders to listen deeply and follow up with action for Indigenous learner success (BC
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Ministry of Education, 2021b). In addition, external change catalysts from UNDRIP (2007) and the TRC
Calls to Action (2015) call for truth, reconciliation, and equity. Similarly, BC’s accountability policy
presents an external force focused on improving equity outputs for all learners, particularly Indigenous
students (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.b). These forces fuel transformation in teaching and learning
practices towards culturally responsive pedagogies and assessment (Mahuika et al., 2011; Snow et al.,
2021) and culturally sustainable pedagogies as potential solutions (Paris, 2021). Another change driver is
the COVID-19 pandemic which intensified well-being gaps for both students and adults (UBC Human
Early Learning Partnership, 2021). This strengthens the need to focus on holistic and relational changes
for human flourishing (Cherkowski, et al., 2020). Finally, renewal of the five-year District Strategic Plan
sets the stage for deep collaborative conversations with educational partners to inform the change plan.
In sum, this leadership vision for change is propelled by evolving partnerships and internal and
external forces that create priorities and urge transformation for equity, well-being, and decolonization.
I am actively engaged in learning, unlearning, and seeking wisdom from marginalized voices including
students, Indigenous parents and Elders. The vision for change comes not from me as Lead Learner, but
from an inclusive and compassionate community co-creating a shared vision for what can be better.
Organizational Change Readiness
An organization’s readiness for change is linked to successful change implementation (Puchalski
Ritchie & Straus, 2019). Yet, change readiness does not necessarily correlate to change success; the
processes of assessing readiness for change and putting change into place are complex and multilayered (Weiner, 2009). Change valence shows the more the organization values the change, the greater
the change commitment. Weiner (2009) suggests that shared vision for change and framing
organizational readiness are best created as a team. Indeed, drawing on systems theory and motivation
theory, Weiner observes that collective efficacy makes for more successful change readiness and results
in successful implementation. Meanwhile, Holt and colleagues (2010) view change readiness through

30
the lenses of structural and psychological dimensions for individuals in an organization, and the
organization itself. Like Weiner (2009), Judge and Douglas (2009) identify systems thinking as important,
and cite innovative culture, trustworthy leadership, and involved middle management as attributes for
strong change readiness. In sum, MSD’s organizational complexity and the research literature suggest
thoughtful change readiness assessments be done together as a learning community.
Three Models for Change Readiness: Creative Tension, Coherence Assessment, Spiral of Inquiry
Shared vision and collective efficacy are evident in the fabric of the three models used to assess
change readiness in this OIP: the Creative Tension model and Coherence Assessment tool which were
discussed as gap analysis frameworks, and the Spiral of Inquiry (Timperley et al., 2014). As argued
previously, the change vision in MSD is primarily evolutionary rather than revolutionary (Burke, 2018;
Schein, 2010). Thus, a change readiness process that supports deepening system transformation and
aligns with CAS, the organizational theory that underpins MSD, is essential. Likewise fundamental, is
ensuring decolonial change readiness assessment structures and processes. Each of these three change
readiness models fit the district context and support decolonization: they lift up the voices of diverse
partners and flatten hierarchies of power and privilege.
First, the Creative Tension system thinking tool (Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015) acts as an analysis of
gaps between what is wanted in MSD’s shared vision, mission, and goals, and the current reality of the
school district. In addition to identifying gaps, exploring creative tension also provides a collaborative
system change readiness process. Diverse groups of education partners build community through
conversation, use structured tools, and collaboratively vision goals. Creative tension gap analysis results
shown in Appendix E are predicated on numerous partner meetings. Partner conversations built
awareness of gaps, shared understanding of current reality, and explored aspirations for change. Senge
(2006) observes that creative tension creates energy which then mobilizes change. By involving the
entire MSD community in the process, this tool can build change readiness.
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Second, Fullan and Quinn’s (2016) Coherence Assessment tool was used with school and district
leaders to assess the four Coherence Framework dimensions. Engaging in this collaborative work not
only identified gaps, but built capacity and understanding of the situation, and thereby functioned as a
change readiness tool. Analysis of the Coherence Assessment revealed that several components and
sub-components of system coherence need change as seen in Appendix D. This assessment was
conducted over a series of meetings and conversations with meso leaders in MSD (Judge & Douglas,
2009). Gaps and areas for change came to light, while simultaneously, a shared leadership vision for
change and change readiness were cultivated. Using the Coherence tool and reading Fullan and Quinn’s
(2016) Coherence book as a Leadership Team, illuminated reasons for past failures to effect equity in
schools. The team noted during Coherence Assessment discussions that all coherence components were
not in place during previous change efforts, or were not in place simultaneously (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).
Significantly, both the Creative Tension analysis and Coherence Assessment identify the need for greater
system coherence to ensure sustainable change. Coherence highlights the need for long term
commitment to deep transformation and leading with the appropriate combination of the four right
drivers to fit the system context of the school district (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).
Timperley, Halbert, and Kaser’s Spiral of Inquiry is the final model used by the MSD Leadership
Team to assess change readiness (Timperley et al., 2014). The Spiral’s collaborative inquiry process
consists of six stages. The first stage is scanning, which corresponds to assessing change readiness.
Scanning is important because educators look at evidence and data together, notice patterns and
trends, and then collaboratively determine why and what to change. In their review of provincial,
school, and district data and evidence, the Leadership Team noticed, as did partner groups involved in
the creative tension conversations, that there is a strong need to address literacy, well-being, and
graduation rate gaps, particularly for Indigenous learners. This collective scanning process then resulted
in principals and vice-principals collaboratively developing School Growth plans with their staff with
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these goals. As Judge and Douglas (2010) point out, one factor in effective change readiness is engaging
with middle leaders. School leaders used the Spiral of Inquiry, a well-known inquiry change framework
illustrated in Appendix F, to identify change readiness action and cultivate readiness with staff.
The Coherence Assessment, Creative Tension and Spiral of Inquiry consider the context of the
organization, align with MSD organizational and leadership theories, and acknowledge competing
external and internal forces thereby effectively assessing readiness for change.
Internal and External Forces in Change Readiness
Using a participatory action research design (Dedding et al., 2021; Stanton, 2014), the plan for
change will be informed and co-created by MSD students, parents, Indigenous Elders, staff, and the
Board of Education. A Working Group (WG) comprised of all education partners will assess the need for
change, co-construct the plan, monitor and evaluate change, and sustain communication throughout
the change process. Representation from all partners in a WG has proved successful in previous MSD
change planning and will be embedded in the OIP design. In this way, a decolonized research plan
affords responsiveness to context and place in the district, as well as builds on the bounty of rich
interrelationships. Patel (2016) notes that embedding both contextuality and relationality are core
elements in decolonizing research. The school district’s previous positive experiences in participatory
transformation create a favourable internal culture of readiness.
Several past MSD change initiatives demonstrate the effectiveness of leading change and
developing readiness for change hand in hand with community. First, over a decade ago, a segregated
model of support transformed together into an inclusive learning culture for all learners. Learners with
diverse abilities and disabilities were included in their classroom environments rather than pulled out to
separate spaces. A second big change was the shift to collaborative teaching practice. This pedagogical
transformation was similarly evolutionary in nature. Teachers now regularly co-teach and co-plan for
their learners. Likewise, collaborative development of district policy by students, parents, the Board, and
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school and district staff has recently become part of MSD’s DNA. Revising the Sexual Orientation and
Gender Identity policy and protocol provides a strong case of collective change-making which also
cultivated readiness. A final example of MSD’s agility in adapting to change together is found in the
shifts required by the COVID-19 pandemic. In short order, all partners adeptly transitioned to working
online and back to in-person with ever-changing COVID restrictions—all while continuing to support
learners’ mental and physical well-being—superlative teamwork. Clearly, past examples show that
readying for change and successful navigation of new circumstances and paradigms, is in scope for MSD.
This cultural history provides powerful leverage for change and indicates change readiness.
However, in contrast to internal change readiness success, external macro forces exert
additional pressure on the organization and impact readiness for substantive system change. Racism,
fear, and resistance must be considered in assessing change readiness in the organizational change plan.
Decolonization with a focus on equity for Indigenous student success is a giant sea change taking place
in Canada, BC, and in MSD. It is a movement in education. Yet not everyone is on board with anticoloniality, equity, and changing the status quo. Overt racism and undercurrents of covert racism are
present in MSD, just as in other school communities. This force needs to be acknowledged and bravely
facilitated and faced (Arao & Clemens, 2013) by school and district leaders in partnership with MSD’s
many strong student, parent, and staff advocates for equity and decolonial praxes. Fear lies behind
those threatened by change. Ensuring that compassion, care, relational space, and strong social ties
support everyone in the MSD community is paramount (Boell & Senge, 2017; Daly & Stoll, 2018; Stoll et
al., 2017). Such internal accountability threads create a strong space for collective change-making and
readiness for transformation (Fullan, 2011, 2021; Rincón-Gallardo & Fullan, 2016). Fullan (2021) notes
the importance of systemness as a crucial driver for change, wherein all in the system see themselves as
part of change and do their part to work towards a shared vision of system equity and success.
In closing, MSD is in a strong place of readiness for change. Two readiness assessments have
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already been conducted and internal and external forces act as drivers. Priorities have been established.
To continue to deepen and mobilize change readiness in the OIP, MSD will need to keep sharp focus on
equity, well-being, and decolonization and use the levers of its internal drivers to propel transformation.
Chapter 1 Summary
The groundwork for why to change the complex organizational system of MSD is evident in this
first chapter. Through an extensive analysis of the organizational context, significant strengths and also
inequities are revealed. Leadership from the positionality of a white settler Lead Learner seeking to
learn, unlearn, and relearn in community is discussed. In addition, leadership lenses of adaptive
leadership strengthened by systems thinking, complexity leadership and decolonial leadership are
posited to build towards the emergent vision of equity and well-being through decolonization. CAS is
outlined as MSD’s theory of organizational change, and is undergirded by relational accountability,
networked collaboration, and Compassionate Systems Leadership—together these frameworks create
conditions for interconnected, relational, and decolonial system change. The parameters for the PoP
and guiding questions to frame the problem are also explored, elucidating that decolonizing structures
and praxes in pedagogy and leadership have potential to realize system transformation and success for
all learners. Similarly, a collective leadership vision for change is developed through an analysis of gaps
using three relational and interconnected tools. Finally, change readiness is assessed and demonstrates
how internal and external forces create a landscape fertile for equity, well-being, and decolonization—
laying the foundation for “what to change” navigated in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 2: What to Change? Getting into the Weeds of Change
This second chapter of the MSD transformation plan further develops leadership approaches to
change first addressed in Chapter 1. It proposes and analyses two epistemological frameworks to
undergird leading decolonial change; deepens the critical organizational analysis begun in the first
chapter; and through the Systems Thinking for Social Change framework, focuses in detail on what to
change to realize decolonization, equity, and well-being for all learners. Fundamentally, this chapter
attends to leadership ethics vital for equity and decolonization, germane to the OIP. Finally, three
potential solutions to address the Problem of Practice are brought forward. A discussion of benefits and
limitations to each potential change concludes with one solution chosen for transformation planning.
Leadership Approaches to Change
Complex system problems aspiring towards equity, decolonization, and well-being require
relational and nuanced leadership approaches in order to create sustainable change (Cohen & Mehta,
2017; Harris & Jones, 2020; Lopez, 2020). As a result, the umbrella of adaptive leadership (Heifetz, et al.,
2009) strengthened by decolonial leadership (Jimenez-Luque, 2021), systems thinking (Argyris & Schön,
1997; Goodchild, 2021; Senge, 2020) and complexity theory (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001) pose a crucible
for lasting and meaningful shifts in both praxes and structures in Mountain School District. These four
approaches are woven together in Chapter 1. To lead change in pedagogical and leadership practice and
transform structures respectfully and relationally, two of these key leadership approaches are discussed
in greater depth in this second chapter: adaptive leadership and decolonial leadership. Interrogating the
theoretical constructs which guide these leadership approaches for change provides interconnected
layers and deeper understanding of the macro, meso, and micro contexts which undergird the PoP.
The nexus of this PoP rests on bold goals to be achieved through deepening system coherence (Fullan &
Quinn, 2016) and systemness (Fullan, 2021). Three guiding questions frame the PoP and were discussed
in the first chapter. The aims: decolonize structures and praxes; hone the focus on equity, well-being,
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and success for all; and cultivate culturally responsive internal accountabilities. Connecting these inquiry
foci to MSD leadership approaches and organizational context follows.
This paper reveals difficult questions and problems to be solved, requiring an amalgam of
adaptive leadership, systems thinking, and collaborative energy to grapple with the complexity of
transformation for decolonization, equity, and well-being. Tackling educational system change is difficult
(Fullan, 2011; OECD, 2015; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Likewise, the complex work of Lead Learners requires
leadership approaches which deftly deal with ambiguity, uncertainty, and emergence. I propose that
leaders committed to equity and decolonizing practice embrace Indigenous and critically oriented
epistemologies (Capper, 2019; Lopez, 2020), and a feminist poststructuralist orientation (Chace, 2019;
Grogan, 2003). Both epistemological frameworks are discussed later in this chapter because well-being,
equity, and decolonization cannot be realized when constrained within colonial worldviews. Rather,
decolonial leadership and anti-oppressive epistemologies must be foregrounded.
Decolonial Leadership
So, what are the implications of decolonial leadership, how does it intersect with educational
system change and the context of education in BC and MSD, and how will it move change forward?
Lopez (2020) notes that educational leaders who look to decolonizing frameworks must confront
coloniality since decolonization is about dismantling colonialism. They argue that coloniality is
perpetuated through systems dominated by white supremacy and racism and that coloniality is evident
in books, standards for academic performance, and power structures in schools. Certainly, the current
educational system in BC and Canada is predicated on Eurocentric epistemologies. Indigenous children
and youth and racialized learners are marginalized as a result of this dominant colonial worldview
(Battiste, 2010; Chadha et al., 2020; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011). This is made evident in BC’s Auditor General
Report, which found Indigenous learners were victims of epistemic racism because Indigenous cultures,
values, history and language were not represented in their schools (Godden, 2021; The Office of the
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Auditor General of British Columbia, 2015).
This finding of racism caused the BC Ministry of Education to ensure that Indigenous
perspectives and worldviews are integral in all K-12 curriculum (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.a) and that
ongoing Equity Scans are conducted in all school districts and listen to the voices of Indigenous youth,
families, and Elders and (BC Ministry of Education, 2020d). Yet, despite these moves towards
decolonizing policy and practice, coloniality persists in many corners of the current hierarchical and
performance-driven education system. As a result, to engage in decolonial leadership is to embark on a
deep interrogation of structures and practices throughout the organization and name coloniality (Lopez
& Jean-Marie, 2021). Guiding question one asks how decolonizing structures and practices can enhance
learning to create coherent and sustainable change (Lopez, 2020; Tuck & Yang, 2012). This targets
decolonization for system change in MSD and identifies the need for anti-oppressive leadership.
Decolonial leadership is critical to transforming schools because it unearths the truth of
coloniality. It recentres and reconnects leadership. It creates space for healing, challenges Eurocentric
distortions of history, and offers a collective effort to reclaim space, knowledges, and identities (Lopez,
2020; Smith et al., 2019). Whereas coloniality tends to see the world in binary and absolute terms,
decolonial leadership and pedagogies recognize that there is no singular decolonizing view of the world
(Velez & Tuana, 2020). Rather than certainty, holding space for emergence, collective understanding,
and refiguring presences is important (Nxumalo, 2019). Decolonial leadership for change provides the
nuanced and nimble approach needed for collective transformation in the PoP. Rather than top-down or
hierarchical, decolonial leadership is grounded in horizontal decision-making structures (Lopez, 2020).
Yet importantly in leading change for equity and well-being in educational systems is awareness
that decolonial leadership unsettles the status quo. Decoloniality holds space for diverse worldviews and
ideas. It invites emergent shifts throughout the change process. Leadership and positionality are
recentred and reimagined. Indeed, the transition to decolonization involves the three stages of
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liminality: separation from what was; the threshold when both past and present are at play; and reaggregation when the transition results in a changed state (van Gellep, 1909, cited in Silberman, n.d.). As
a result, decolonial leadership revisions for me what it is to have formal positional power and
responsibility for change as a non-Indigenous settler on this unceded Land, while navigating and
unravelling colonial structures and practices in the weeds of the change process.
Indigenous scholars and the TRC note that decolonization and reconciliation is the work of
Indigenous and non-Indigenous educators together (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada,
2015; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Williams, 2018). In this way, MSD’s educators will work alongside the
Indigenous and non-Indigenous community to create a decolonial future in the change plan developed
in Chapter 3. Importantly, a plan for transformation cannot be created or achieved without all partners
working together in a good way (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; University of Calgary, 2019). Though
decolonial models and examples are nascent in Eurocentric school systems, decolonial leadership holds
great promise in realizing an equitable future. Lopez (2020) states that “Engaging in decolonizing
education should be a period of renewal, restoration and hope” (p. 69). Disruptive change is fraught
with challenge, yet restoration and hope emerge from the weeds.
Adaptive Leadership
Like a decolonial leadership approach, adaptive leadership presents the messiness of
uncertainty and ambiguity, and the hopefulness and opportunity to propel change towards
decolonization, equity, and well-being. In considering the organizational context of MSD and the PoP,
adaptive leadership opens a liminal space of transition to a new future. It also differs from decolonial
leadership in two distinct ways. First, this leadership approach comes from a Eurocentric tradition
(Heifetz & Laurie, 1997; Heifetz, 1994; Heifetz & Linsky, 2017). Second, although in practice there are
overlaps between the two approaches, adaptive leadership does not articulate a critical epistemology
with the fervent aim of addressing decolonization and systemic racism. Regardless of these limitations,
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partnered with decolonial leadership, an adaptive approach offers a compelling lens for change.
Akin to decolonial leadership, adaptive leadership contemplates restorying by examining the
current situation, and shifting ineffective mental models. Adaptive leadership urges taking collective
responsibility for leadership rather than viewing leadership as a singular act (Heifetz et al., 2009). The
approach to change transforms through process rather than relying on structural functionalist-based
rational design and planning (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Hassard & Wolfram Cox, 2013). Adaptive
leadership emerged from the necessity for a new leadership paradigm given the failure of other models
of leadership, the increasing complexity of the world, and the need for greater equity.
Adaptive leadership is not about easy solutions (Heifetz, 1994) as double loop learning rests on
changing governing values and beliefs (Argyris, 2002). Transformation from colonial values and mental
models to an anti-colonial mindset is required in the MSD context, making adaptive leadership a
powerful leadership approach for change. Heifetz and Linsky (2009) observe the difference between
technical problems which are easily solved and adaptive challenges which “can only be addressed
through changes in people’s priorities, beliefs, habits and loyalties” (p.19). As a result, there are core
parallels between adaptive and decolonial leadership. New narratives and ways of being emerge
through a marriage of these two leadership approaches.
Most certainly to address MSD’s Problem of Practice, the foundational leadership need is to
shift mindsets, structures, and praxes from current colonial realities towards a liberating and equitable
vision for change. In this regard, guiding question two focuses on changing the leadership model to
support equity, success, and well-being for all, while question three articulates cultivating internal
accountabilities and culturally responsive measures of success to respond to success for all learners. The
guiding questions are shown in Figure 1 to frame the PoP; all three embed adaptive and decolonial
leadership. These guiding questions envision growth and change in MSD priorities, beliefs, and habits.
Leadership is conceptualized therefore as a subversive activity to collaboratively confront the noble lies
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or mental models of the status quo (Macbeath, 2007).
Figure 1
Three Guiding Questions Framed by the PoP, Anchored by Adaptive and Decolonial Leadership

In changing beliefs, habits, and actions, adaptive leadership shares tenets of systems thinking:
the organization interrogates existing mental models; is viewed through interconnectedness; uses
multiple rather than singular lenses; observes and collects data; and iteratively adjusts leadership on the
ground (Senge et al., 2000). Senge (2006) argues that mental models barricade people from change, as
habits and beliefs are deeply held views about the world. The connection to coloniality is abundantly
clear. Those with privilege and power lose their advantage by altering their frameworks. Across Canada
and BC, centuries of colonial oppression litter the educational landscape with a history of racism,
marginalization, and erasure of culture and language. In MSD, adaptive leadership presents an
opportunity to confront coloniality and reconnect to shared values and purpose for all learners. Just like
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Indigenous leadership theory (Hohepa, 2013; Khalifa et al., 2019), adaptive leadership and systems
thinking envision leadership within an interconnected community (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; Heifetz, et al.,
2009), ideas central to the MSD change plan.
Organizational pressure to preserve status quo and avoid change is a significant force to
consider in examining leadership approaches for the significant system change envisioned in this PoP.
Adaptive leadership offers many strengths and yet, like decolonial leadership, it also has limitations
including the challenge of change, disruption, and unsettling those with power and privilege. Ironically,
these challenges are also much-needed opportunities. The “productive zone of disequilibrium” involves
wrestling with difficult questions (Heifetz et al., 2009, p. 29). Shared responsibility for organizational
change therefore cohabitates with uncertainty, distress, and anxiety. It is an artful balancing act.
Epistemological Frameworks for Leading Anti-Colonial Change
Numerous micro, meso, and macro dimensions contribute to the complexity of the change
process in the MSD Problem of Practice. This is a complicated system puzzle. Intersecting layers of
systemic coloniality and inequity co-exist with enabling government and district policy and structure.
Though MSD structures and praxes are headed in a decolonizing direction, they are not yet realized.
Understanding these complex and nuanced micro, meso, and macro variables through critical
epistemological frameworks can help inform how to approach the problem and lead change.
Fundamentally, there is inherent macro-level injustice. Societal impacts from the historical
oppression of Indigenous Peoples in Canada manifested in a colonial residential school system with
centuries of epistemicide and oppression (Smith et al., 2019). Overarchingly, this colonial paradigm
continues to impact equity and well-being at a micro level in schools for learners and families, and at the
meso level in school and district leadership. In addition, despite equitable intention, meso-level
aspirations in the PoP to uplift student success in diverse and culturally responsive ways conflicts with
macro-level coloniality in the narrow measures of achievement required to assess equity outcomes in
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the provincial accountability policy. Further micro and meso dilemmas exist in MSD: knowledge and
possible solutions are held by multiple partners, and there are inherent inequities in power and access
to resources between various partners and school district leaders and governors.
As a result of these multi-layered complexities, examining the problem through two equityinformed epistemological frameworks—Indigenous epistemologies and critically oriented
epistemologies—can deepen understanding of power imbalances and knowledges, and foreground
problems of inequity and coloniality. Indigenous and critically oriented epistemologies align with
complex adaptive systems (CAS), MSD’s organizational framework (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). Similarly,
these two epistemologies have coherence with decolonial and adaptive approaches to change. They
support the core aims of the PoP. Both epistemologies honour the centrality of decolonization and
equity, and envision the system as an interconnected, inclusive, and relationally rich whole. They
conceptualize change with community. Likewise, these frameworks serve to critically interrogate power
and privilege in structures and praxes. There are also distinct differences. Given the particularity of
Mountain School District’s PoP, braiding elements of both critically oriented and Indigenous frameworks
to frame transformation may result in greater and more lasting change.
Critically Oriented Epistemologies for Change
Critically oriented epistemologies centre social change in education and are situated within the
larger domain of critical thought (Ladson-Billings, 2019; Amiot et al., 2020). Capper (2019) critiques
mainstream organizational change theories, and contends that traditional frameworks such as structural
functionalism and interpretivism perpetuate colonial paradigms (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Burrell &
Morgan, 1979). Structural functionalism aims for efficiency and effectiveness through regulation,
viewing change as step by step and linear, and organizational structures as separate and segregated.
Similarly, interpretivism cannot advance social justice and equity (Capper, 2019). Yet these dominant
change frameworks are taught to prospective leaders and then practiced in the field (Capper, 2019). By
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contrast, critically oriented epistemologies can address social and educational inequities including
marginalities of disability, race, colour, gender, and sexual orientation and thus “be a powerful lever for
preparing leaders to lead for equity” (Capper, 2019, p. 28). CAS and decolonial and adaptive leadership
share these aims. Critical epistemologies thus subvert the worldviews, histories, and goals of dominant
coloniality: a key element of decolonizing leadership (Lopez, 2020; Amiot et al., 2020) in the PoP.
Postmodernist or poststructuralist epistemologies critique coloniality and offer a powerful
framework to guide educational leadership theory and practice using four dimensions: (a) power, (b) the
nature of change, (c) the nature of decision making, and (d) the nature of the individual or subject
(Capper, 2019). Appendix E applies these four critically oriented epistemological dimensions to the MSD
problem and plan for change, therein linking a critical perspective to system transformation.
The criticality offered by a postmodern feminist epistemological lens informs my positionality as
a settler woman in a senior leadership role (Grogan, 2003). Postmodern feminism provides a critical
paradigm inclusive of diverse gender and identities. Reconceptualizing the Lead Learner role through
feminist postmodernism allows concepts such as “discourse, subjectivity, power, knowledge and
resistance” to be considered (Grogan, 2003, p.127). Grogan and Shakeshaft (2011) identify five themes
which define women in leadership: (a) relational leadership, (b) leadership for social justice, (c) spiritual
leadership, (d) leadership for learning, and (e) balanced leadership. These resonate for me. Defining
power with rather than power over and viewing relational leadership as power used to help others
strengthens relationships (Grogan & Shakeshaft, 2011), a goal pertinent to leading change in MSD.
In closing, critically oriented epistemologies provide useful frames for leading change in MSD
because they are predicated on equity, inclusion, and diversity through social justice. The
epistemological analysis in Appendix G uses Capper’s framework and highlights areas where MSD
change can be strengthened using critically oriented perspectives. For example, decentring the
individual leader and embracing multiple and shifting identities brings forth the importance of
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intersectionality in leadership (Ezzani & Brooks, 2019; Jimenez-Luque, 2021; Zook, 2017). Overall,
critically oriented epistemologies dovetail with the PoP goals and support decolonial aspirations for
liberatory change.
Indigenous Epistemologies
As a preface to this discussion, I situate myself as a non-Indigenous scholar practitioner on a
journey towards decolonizing my leadership and pedagogical practice. I make mistakes and am
responsible for consciously and compassionately unlearning the ways that I was schooled and for
learning this new work with a good heart. I am aware that I have benefited from my privilege within a
colonial system and am mindful of the related limitations of my positionality. It is not my place to speak
for Indigenous Peoples and I choose to centre Indigenous voice in this section and in my leadership
practice. Yet, I am hopeful that my work in education together with Indigenous partners can contribute
to an equitable future. I am cognizant in this liminal space between a colonial past and present, that a
collective vision through respectful and responsible partnership for a decolonial future is emergent.
Likewise, writing this plan about changing a K-12 system governed by colonial structures from
the perspective of a non-Indigenous educator has limitations—and also opportunities for decolonization
and equity. With intentionality, I articulate working together with Indigenous partners and Elders in
relational accountability (Barlo et al., 2021; Jimenez-Luque, 2021; Williams, 2018). I hope to use my
power and privilege to be another drop of water in the river of change. Equity and decolonization in
education must move forward. As a result, in this section about Indigenous epistemologies and
throughout this paper, I predominantly and respectfully rely on the voices of Indigenous scholars and
Elders to frame discussion about the nature, history, and significance of Indigenous epistemologies
rather than speak for Indigenous Peoples. My overarching aim is to foreground Indigenous voice and
resist Eurocentrism. Gregory Younging of the Opaskywayak Cree Nation critically observes that most
literature about Indigenous Peoples is colonial and this “has been a long-standing concern of Indigenous
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Peoples in Canada. The failure comes from a colonial practice of transmitting ‘information’ about
Indigenous Peoples rather than transmitting Indigenous Peoples’ perspectives about themselves”
(Younging, 2018, p. 1). I therefore honour, value, and directly cite the voices of Indigenous scholars.
Younging (2018) uses the plural noun, epistemologies, as First Nation, Inuit, and Métis Peoples
have some overlapping epistemological beliefs, yet also separate and individual Knowledges. Margaret
Kovach observes, “the term Indigenous Knowledges ... acknowledges both the shared commonalities
and the diversity of many tribal ways of knowing” (Kovach, 2009, p.20). Kovach teaches that “the word
epistemology is used, as opposed to ontology or cosmology, because epistemology captures the ‘self-inrelation’ (Graveline, 1998) quality of Indigenous Knowledge systems” (Kovach, 2009, p. 55). Importantly,
Kovach (2009) warns that “Indigenous Knowledges can never be standardized, because they are in
relation to place and person” (p. 56). The Knowledges of the Sinixt Peoples on whose territory MSD is
located, therefore frame specific understandings of Land, with similarities to other Interior Salish
Peoples and with distinct particularities. Important in transformational work is to respectfully seek
understanding and learning while being reciprocal and relationally accountable (Barlo et al., 2021).
Indigenous Epistemologies as an Essential Worldview for Change
Speaking of the colonial erasure of Indigenous epistemologies, Mi’kmaq scholar, Marie Battiste
(2002) says “Indigenous Knowledge has always existed” (p. 4) and that the work is to understand “the
holistic paradigm of Indigenous Knowledge to reveal the wealth and richness of Indigenous languages,
worldviews, teachings, and experiences, all of which have been systematically excluded from
contemporary educational institutions and from Eurocentric knowledge systems” (p. 4). As a result,
valuing and privileging Indigenous epistemologies is a decolonial action in leading organizational change
(Battiste, 2002). Indigenous epistemologies offer a core framework for change which can disrupt and
inform MSD’s Western-centric change frames—CAS, adaptive leadership, systems thinking and the
PoP—ensuring a decolonial focus.
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Battiste captures the complexity and the sophistication of Indigenous epistemologies as she
writes, “Often oral and symbolic, it is transmitted through the structure of Indigenous languages and
passed on to the next generation through modeling, practice, and animation, rather than through the
written word” (Battiste, 2002, p.3). Their words set a powerful frame for decolonizing education.
Ensuring schools support First Nations, Inuit, and Métis language learning and that Indigenous
Knowledge Keepers and Elders teach MSD adult and student learners are two significant ways to embed
Indigenous epistemologies into practice and structure. Similarly, Indigenous pedagogies of modeling,
practice and learning by doing decentres power (Davidson & Davidson, 2018). Indigenous families and
students expressed in MSD Equity Scan conversations that they want more First Nations, Inuit, and
Métis language and place-based learning. Indigenous language learning and Land-based learning are
therefore two pedagogical praxes advanced in the change plan discussed in Chapter 3. Finally,
decolonizing praxes centring Indigenous education and Knowledges for all learners is articulated by the
BC Ministry of Education and in MSD’s Strategic Plan (BC Ministry of Education, 2015b)—an essential
worldview for change in this Problem of Practice.
Land is central to Indigenous worldviews (Battiste, 2008; Smith, et al., 2019; Snyder, 2013).
Indigenous Knowledges about Land and place must therefore unsettle MSD’s signature pedagogy: placeconscious learning (Greenwood, 2009, 2016; Schnellert, 2020). Land is capitalized to connote the
spiritual and interconnected importance of place for Indigenous Peoples (Donovan, n.d.; Younging,
2018), presenting a holistic and critical lens to Eurocentric notions of land as property, and inviting
culturally responsive and culturally sustainable pedagogies into MSD’s change plan (Ladson-Billings,
2019; Mahuika et al., 2011; Paris, 2021). As Battiste (2002) writes:
Indigenous Knowledge is also inherently tied to land, not to land in general but to particular
landscapes, landforms, and biomes where ceremonies are properly held, stories properly
recited, medicines properly gathered, and transfers of knowledge properly authenticated.
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Ensuring the complete and accurate transmission of knowledge and authority from generation
to generation depends not only on maintaining ceremonies, which Canadian law treats as art
rather than science, but also on maintaining the integrity of the land itself. (p. 13)
Leanne Betasamosake Simpson, a Michi Saagiig Nishnaabeg scholar, writer, and artist expresses a
related view about the centrality of Land to the human and non-human world—a sustainable vision of
Indigenous Peoples’ relationship and interconnectedness to place. Simpson (2014) tells the story of a
“Kwezens”, a young girl, who unlike previous generations impacted by residential schools’ erasure of
Indigenous epistemologies, instead embodies Nishaabeg intelligence and Land-based learning:
Things are different for this Kwezens. She has already spent seven years immersed in a nest of
Nishnaabeg intelligence. She already understands the importance of observation and learning
from our animal teachers, when she watches the squirrel so carefully and then mimics its
actions. She understands embodiment and conceptual thought, when she then takes this
observation and applies it to her own situation—by making a cut in the maple tree and using a
cedar shunt. She relies upon her own creativity to invent new technology. (p. 6)
Simpson’s story illustrates the depth and sophistication of Indigenous epistemologies. She shows how
schools can value and privilege Land-based learning, sustainable pedagogies, and cultivate holistic wellbeing foundational to the PoP, and thus how MSD’s Land-based pedagogical practices can be enhanced.
These epistemological understandings of Land offered by Battiste and Simpson serve to
disrupt and deepen MSD’s understanding of place-conscious learning, a core pedagogy in the district.
Taking children and youth outside for learning remains important, and yet the current place-conscious
pedagogical framework is strengthened by learning from and with the Land guided by wisdom from
Indigenous Knowledge Keepers. As Sandra Styres, of Kanien’kehá:ka (Mohawk), English, and French
ancestry states, “Decolonizing praxis actively engages with colonial relations of power and privilege in
order to unsettle and disrupt the status quo within educational contexts” (Styres, 2019, p. 32).
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Disrupting and unsettling pedagogies is a crucial aim in the organizational change plan for Mountain
School District, and likewise for educational contexts across BC and Canada.
To close, the voices of Linda Tuhiwai Smith, a Maori scholar; Unangax scholar, Eve Tuck; and
decolonial scholar, K. Wayne Yang describe the wisdom of Indigenous epistemologies in schools:
“Decolonizing studies, when most centered in Indigenous philosophy, push back against assumptions
about the linearity of history and the future, against teleological narratives of human development, and
argue for renderings of time and place that exceed coloniality and conquest” (Smith et al., 2019, p.xiii).
Critical Organizational Analysis
Smith and colleagues articulate that “Decolonization is not the endgame, not the final outcome
of a long process, but the next now, the now that is chasing at our heels” (Smith et al., 2019, p. 16). A
critical organizational analysis of MSD reveals a similar theme. Though there is clearly a need to
decolonize structures and praxes in pursuit of equity and well-being, what to change in MSD is varied
and complex, and will continue to grow on the path to the “next now”. The organizational analysis phase
of change planning therefore aims to assess the current situation and more fully vision an aspirational
future. To support that process, a detailed gap analysis, drivers for change, and change readiness
assessments identified micro, meso, and macro forces for change in Chapter 1. Next, a critical summary
and analysis of the school district organization serves to synthesize and deepen the previous analysis
using the Systems Thinking for Social Change model (Stroh, 2015). This targets what to change.
Gap Analysis Summary
Two tools were used to identify gaps between the current and desired state: Fullan and Quinn’s
(2016) Coherence Assessment and Senge’s Creative Tension model (2006). Results from both tools are
illustrated in Appendix H. The Coherence Assessment tool interrogates the current state of district and
school structures and practices through four dimensions: (a) fostering direction, (ab) growing
collaborative cultures, (c) deepening learning, and (d) securing accountability. It reveals several gap
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areas for MSD to strengthen. Initiatives to address most of these gaps are already underway in MSD
praxes and structures. Yet, current action is not moving the dial fast enough, nor as the student learning
data discussed in Chapter 1 demonstrates, with equity and consistency to impact all learners’ success
and well-being. As the Coherence gap analysis shows, pedagogical practice and leadership structures in
each of the four dimensions can be strengthened. Finally, an invisible gap centres around the need to
attend to all dimensions of the Coherence Framework at the same time rather than in isolation, and
thereby realize system coherence and enhance equity and system success (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).
The Creative Tension analysis confirms many of the Coherence Assessment findings and also
identifies further rifts between aspiration and reality. Student learning data were shared in meetings
with staff, parents, students, and the Indigenous Education Council. These data conversations surfaced
additional gaps between current reality and desired goals for change. Appendix H indicates what MSD’s
Leadership Team heard. Enhanced voice and agency for all partners and the need to embed culturally
responsive pedagogies and culturally responsive measures of success in teaching practice were raised. In
addition to student well-being, Creative Tension discussions show the COVID pandemic has surfaced the
importance of staff well-being. The correlation between adult and student well-being is cited in BC
research (Oberle & Schonert-Reichl, 2016) and informs the necessity for capacity building in
Compassionate Systems Leadership (CSL) skills for all MSD partners. As a result, CSL is detailed in the
Chapter 3 change plan and in BC’s Mental Health in Schools strategy (BC Ministry of Education, 2020c;
Boell & Senge, 2017; Compassionate Systems Leadership, n.d.). Gap analyses are thus drivers for change.
Change Driver Analysis Summary
Both internal and external forces are drivers for change in MSD. To encapsulate these forces,
the organizational analysis, gap analyses, and the PoP collectively inform the change driver summary
seen in Table 1. This table shows a snapshot of micro, meso, and macro drivers that impact the
organization and are considered in planning for transformation.
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Table 1
Internal and External Change Drivers in Mountain School District

Change drivers can either accelerate change or diminish change momentum. In the case of MSD,
most external and internal pressures accelerate transformation. Three equity-based change principles
support this analysis: “(In)equity is structural, adult learning and student learning are symmetrical, and
leadership accelerates emergence” (Watkins et al., 2018) These principles inform the theory of change
and planning for transformation.
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Framework for Leading the Change Process
In considering frameworks for change, various models were examined including well known
frameworks created by Lewin, Kotter, and Nadler and Tushman. In addition, Fullan and Quinn’s
Coherence model and the Systems Thinking for Social Change (ST4SC) model were considered. Each
approach was interrogated considering the central aims of the PoP. The change framework’s coherence
with Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS), with adaptive and decolonial leadership approaches to change,
and with Indigenous and critically oriented epistemologies also factored into determining the change
model. Finally, MSD’s history in change frameworks that have worked and not worked was examined.
Since equity, decolonization, and well-being are central aspects of the PoP, these elements were of
critical import in choosing a framework. In light of these criteria, Lewin’s three-stage change framework
has significant limitations. From an anti-colonial perspective, Lewin’s unfreeze-change-refreeze model
relies on the leader to manage change. Rather than a participatory social change framework, Lewin
suggests that the leader face resistance and garner leadership support from followers—the framework
is leader-centred. Critiques view Lewin’s model as simplistic and positional rather than relational (Burke,
2018) and the freeze stage suggests that change ends, rather than continues to responsively iterate as
the ST4SC model does. Similarly, Kotter’s eight-step model focuses on buy-in by enlisting volunteers to
support the leader’s change vision and hinges on creating a sense of urgency for change in its first stage.
Kotter’s model is highly structured, each step required in sequence, an ordered management of change
(Cawsey, et al., 2016). Though Kotter speaks of adaptive leadership, the framework is prescriptive rather
than emergent as CAS and decolonial leadership foster. The model is top-down and hierarchical unlike
ST4SC. Finally, Nadler and Tushman propose a Congruence model with inputs, throughputs, and
outputs. They see inputs as fixed: the organization’s environment, resources, history, and strategies.
Inputs define how people behave and transformation in the throughput stage results in outputs in
organizational production, return on investments, use of resources, and coping with change (Burke,
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2018). Significant data must be gathered to ensure congruence between components. The Nadler and
Tushman model’s mechanistic approach is antithetical to a transformation process of equity, well-being
and decolonization. Finally, Fullan and Quinn’s Coherence model was examined. Although this model is
predicated on strong systems change research, is equity-based and is useful for assessing gaps and
change readiness, it lacks the social justice and systems thinking underpinnings in the ST4SC model.
As a result, the ST4SC framework is the most appropriate because among all models considered,
its participatory and equity-oriented design embeds desired outcomes of social change that match the
PoP. The ST4SC tool has been used successfully to confront oppression and colonization in partnership
with community (Stroh, 2015). Expansive in scope, it will comprehensively guide the complex system
change process in MSD. Though the model is outlined in four stages, the process of change is non-linear,
iterative, and responsive to needs of community. Aligned philosophically with decolonial and adaptive
leadership and with Indigenous and critical epistemologies, the ST4SC model provides structure and also
space for emergence. All these factors make Stroh’s model the best fit for the MSD change process.
Systems Thinking Model for Social Change (ST4SC)
Building on Senge’s creative tension and systems thinking archetypes developed in the germinal
text, The Fifth Discipline (2006), Stroh (2015) proposes a deep and equity-based process for social
change. The ST4SC model uses a participatory action approach (Argyris & Schön, 1989; Nelson et al.,
1998) predicated on building with and learning from community to inform change at each step: power
with community rather than power over (Capper, 2019). Relevant for equity work and richly detailed,
this four-step model applies systems thinking principles and tools to achieve results with fewer
resources in more lasting ways (Stroh, 2015). Critically oriented and Indigenous epistemologies
strengthen the ST4SC framework, guiding how the change path will unfold in MSD. Although the model
embeds a critical social justice and decolonial lens, the MSD community will need to ensure that critical
and Indigenous epistemological tenets and organizational context and are centred during the change
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process. Highlighting the interconnected threads of relational accountability, decolonial leadership,
Compassionate Systems Leadership, and adaptive leadership through change plan design is crucial.
Four stages comprise the ST4SC model: Stage 1 creates readiness for change through creative
tension and develops a shared vision for what needs to change. In Stage 2, community comes together,
engages in dialogue, examines data, and faces the current reality. In the third stage, the community
makes a commitment and explicit choice for change. Finally, Stage 4 bridges the gap to maintain focus,
momentum, and adjust as needed. Figure 2 illustrates these four stages, each co-constructed and co-led
by the community. An inclusive, interconnected, and holistic journey for change results.
Figure 2
Stroh’s Systems Thinking for Social Change Model

Note. Adapted from Stroh, 2015, p.75.
Stage 1: Building a Foundation for Change
Critical to successful change in MSD is an inclusive and shared vision, and collective readiness
developed through a decolonial systems lens (Fullan, 2021; Jimenez-Luque, 2021; Senge et al., 2015).
Stroh’s first stage develops collective readiness through three steps. First is engagement with partners.
Important to this step is creating an inclusive culture where a diverse range of voices are represented,
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and dissensus rather than consensus is cultivated (Capper, 2019). Indigenous voice and other
disempowered voices are in the circle, together with all partners. The word partners is chosen with
respectful intentionality throughout this paper rather than the top-down word, stakeholders (Porter,
2010). This diction signifies the need to work collaboratively with high levels of trust and thereby
authentically surface the elements of Step 2: Co-create initial images for change using the creative
tension model. Taking the time in Step 2 to listen to what the community wants to achieve and where
they are now is an anchor for readiness. Stroh notes that though the initial picture of creative tension
may shift through the process of change, this establishes common ground. The third and final step in
Stage 1 builds capacities for people to collaborate with one another using personal mastery and
Compassionate System Awareness (CSA) skills. Taking time to develop as a community which embraces
diverse perspectives and holds common aims through thinking systemically and learning ways to hold
productive conversations is core (Boell & Senge, 2017). This scaffolding allows the community to
interrogate difficult issues and look at their collective capacity, taking responsibility for current reality.
Stage 2: Facing the Current Reality
In the second stage of Stroh’s change planning paradigm, the community faces their current
reality and develops a shared understanding of what is happening and why. Participants in the change
process examine, however uncomfortably, how they may be contributing to the problem and creating
its reality. Taking shared responsibility and ownership of change is a deep testament to embedding
systems thinking and interconnectedness at this stage (Senge, 2017). Six interrelated tasks work through
a range of system thinking archetypes to query mental models. First, people are identified to interview
about the history of the current problems with common questions raised with each interviewee. Next,
the interview evidence is organized with an eye to quality of data. A preliminary systems analysis follows
and tracks how a range of factors interconnect and how they may undermine the vision. Engaging the
community in their own analysis is integral to this step. Mental models of how various people see the
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world resulting in their actions are then examined. The stage ends with “catalytic conversations that
stimulate awareness, acceptance and alternatives” (Stroh, 2015, p. 76). Fundamental to this stage of the
process is building generative social fields which allows the community to show up in powerful and
generative ways for one another and confront issues together (Boell & Senge, 2017).
Stage 3: Making an Explicit Choice and Commitment
Much thoughtful preparation for change happens before Stage 3, as is apparent in the previous
two stages. This groundwork supports the third stage task of integrating evidence that is grounded in a
collective aspiration for change. Coming to a recognition as an entire community of what is really
wanted involves growing awareness of both the costs and benefits of change. In this way, the case for
maintaining the status quo and the case for change are contemplated. Senge’s shifting the burden
archetype is used to consider the trade-offs in quick fixes versus longer term fundamental changes
which involve more significant resources (Senge, 2006). Next, potential solutions for both options are
created and considered by the community. This stage ends with an overt decision and commitment to a
shared vision for next actionable steps.
Stage 4: Bridging the Gap and Maintaining Focus, Momentum, and Correction
The last stage of Stroh’s four step canvas for social change embraces the gap between the
human need when navigating change to move towards the vision and make commitment to change in
articulated in Stage 3, and simultaneously to let go of the current reality, explored in Stage 2.
Consciously paying attention to the liminality of change, loss, and hope for the community in Stage 4
represents a nuanced and compassionate approach aligned with systems thinking and Compassionate
Systems Leadership (Compassionate Systems Leadership, n.d.; Cook, et al., 2021). This stage finds key
leverage points, identifies how continuous learning will manifest, and considers how the larger
community will be engaged in change. Through this stage. as in the entire ST4SC model, deep
involvement with community is fundamental. Engaging community in awareness of how the system

56
currently operates; examining core feedback loops and instead using double loop learning (Argyris &
Schön, 1974; Argyris, 2002); shifting mental models; and communicating goals, plans, data, and
resources are key tasks in this process. Monitoring and evaluation of progress in this stage are viewed as
continuous learning. Stage 4 centres on working iteratively with partners to develop an implementation
road map, refine data and evidence gathered, regularly hone the plan, and scale up what works.
As a result, in considering these four stages, the approach to change is respectful, inclusive, and
holistic. Though four stages are articulated, they are not necessarily linear. Change is messy. Complex
problems innately involve complexity. By working hand in hand with community rather than top down,
partners are vitally involved throughout the process, and change is situated as continuous learning,
Stroh’s model supports an equitable, ethical, and decolonizing space for transformation.
Leadership Ethics, Equity, and Decolonization Challenges in Organizational Change
Equity, ethics, and decolonization are foundational elements woven throughout this change
plan. Deeper equity is at heart. In this way, theoretical frameworks and leadership approaches for
change align with the PoP goals to enhance equity, well-being, and success for all learners. Similarly, the
ST4SC model embeds intentional and decolonizing lenses, and supports ethically revisioned practices
and structures in the OIP. Yet, embedding ethics, equity, and decolonizing praxes pose significant
responsibilities and commitments for the organization. Reviewing, revisioning, and reimagining ethical
responsibilities with community is central.
Ethical Responsibilities of MSD Organization Actors
Regardless of race, family background, socio-economic status, or geography, all learners have a
right to equity (Freire & Ramos, 2005; Niesche & Gowlett, 2015; Theoharis, 2007). A core ethical
responsibility for MSD and BC educators is that “all learners cross the stage with dignity, purpose and
options” (Halbert & Kaser, 2016. p.2). This phrase was coined by Judy Halbert and Linda Kaser, leaders of
the Network of Inquiry and Indigenous Education, whose Spiral of Inquiry created with Helen Timperley,

57
frames much collaboration for equity in MSD and BC (Network of Inquiry and Indigenous Education, n.d.;
Timperley et al., 2014). BC’s Ministry of Education lays out similar responsibilities in policies and
frameworks for equity, well-being, and inclusion (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.b, 2020b, 2020c).
Leaders in MSD are governed by principles of ethical leadership in school and district policies and
through membership in professional associations (Caldwell & Anderson, 2017; Kidder, 2003). Finally, as
a Lead Learner and BC School Superintendents Association member, I am governed by ethical standards
set by MSD policy (MSD Website, n.d.a), by the BC School Act (British Columbia School Act, n.d.), and in
the BCSSA Code of Ethics and Dimensions of Practice (BC School Superintendents Association, n.d.).
Equity and Decolonial Context of PoP
Mountain School District’s PoP presents significant challenges framed by centuries of racism,
colonization, and erasure of Indigenous Peoples in Canada. Over 20% of MSD students are Indigenous,
with roots in First Nations, Métis, and Inuit cultures across Canada. The BC Auditor General Report on
Aboriginal Education (2015) identified that racism and significant achievement gaps continue to exist for
BC’s Indigenous students. The report cited a disturbing finding termed the racism of low expectations
and determined that many Indigenous students were streamed into non-academic courses and
experienced failure, not because they were not capable of success, but because educators did not
believe Indigenous learners would be successful. The report also identified epistemic racism: the
education system in BC was found to privilege colonial Eurocentric knowledges and epistemologies in its
curriculum, assessment, and practices (The Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia, 2015).
Since the 2015 report, changes in BC’s curriculum now demand that Indigenous worldviews and
perspectives are taught from Kindergarten to Grade 12, that First Peoples 12 is a course option to
English 12, that First Nations language courses count for graduation credits, and that all students must
graduate with an Indigenous Education course (BC Ministry of Education, n.d.a). Yet epistemic racism
continues (McGregor & Wilson, 2021). The pall of coloniality is a key driver for equity in BC and MSD,
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calling for decolonization and radical change (Battiste, 2013; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Simpson, 2002).
Colonial oppression through residential schools and centuries of systemic racism against First
Nations, Métis, and Inuit Peoples continue to reverberate and impact Indigenous families and
community (Battiste, 2013; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011). The erasure of language, culture and a People have
also taken place in MSD. Declared extinct in 1956 under the Indian Act (Sinixt Nation, n.d.), the Sinixt are
not extinct (Goodale, et al., 2011; Monaghan, 2012). For decades, the Sinixt have fought to be
acknowledged and regain rights to their territory (Keating, 2020; Weyler, 2008) with little success. These
colonial forces present significant challenges for Indigenous learners, families, and MSD educators.
Clearly, equity and justice issues are in the foreground of the PoP and the OIP research inquiry.
Considering Equity and Decolonization Through the Systems Thinking Change Model
In addition to social justice and equity concerns faced by Indigenous learners, equity and
success for all learners in MSD present a challenge. Structures and pedagogies privilege some learners
and disenfranchise others. Consequently, the change plan must decolonize school and district
structures, and through inclusive shared leadership, nurture voice and agency for all students, parents,
Elders, and Indigenous community (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Hare, 2012; Lopez, 2020).
Stroh’s ST4SC model provides an apt tool for social change predicated on decolonization and
equity. Yet given the scope of historical oppression, racism, and systemic inequities, challenges for
change-making are many. In Stage 1, the task is building a foundation for change. Diverse voices and
partners with divergent interests need to work collaboratively and respectfully, listening deeply to one
another (Cook, et al., 2021; Griffiths et al., 2021). Stage 2 presents similar challenges: the task of taking
shared responsibility for the current state and growing ownership for change towards a common
aspiration is a complex human process (Senge, 2020; Stroh, 2015), as is bravely facing the current
colonial reality. In Stage 3, the entire community must choose what is really wanted and make an
explicit choice and commitment to a change solution. Ambiguity and non-linearity are potential barriers
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in this stage. Making a collective choice involves uncertainty, many variables, and much that is unknown.
High levels of relational trust (Brown et al., 2016; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Daly, 2010) are required in
this stage as a solution has to be negotiated with the entire group. Finally, in Stage 4 of the change
model, possible difficulties exist in sustaining compassion and commitment within the Working Group
and with all partners, and in engaging the larger community to shift mental models as change unfolds.
Stroh terms this phenomenon bridging the gap to express the emotional gap between leaving what was,
for what is next—a palpable human experience in change (Böll, 2008; Miyamoto et al., 2015).
To walk this path of transformation in a good way, ethical leadership is critical. A coherent
framework for equity, well-being, and decolonization is shown in Appendix A. It embraces the equity
and decolonial aspirations of the PoP; nests within Indigenous Knowledges and equity-based Western
theoretical frameworks; and supports ethical change action through coherent ethical frames. Yet, an
ethical framework to guide respectful, reciprocal, and relational collaboration is also key given the PoP
aspirations for equity, well-being, and decolonization—all ethical aims. Ideally, an ethical framework will
be co-created by all MSD partners to ensure the transformation path unfolds respectfully. The University
of Calgary did this in partnership with Indigenous community (University of Calgary, 2019) and Appendix
I illustrates an ethical framework adapted for the MSD context from their collaborative work. Such a
frame strengthens the ST4SC model and serves as an ethical leadership North star, or as Inuit call the
constellation, “Nuuttutuq..the one that never moves” (Indigenous Corporate Training Inc, n.d.).
An Ethical Leadership Stance
Ways of being, ways of connecting, ways of knowing, and ways of doing anchor ethical
leadership for the MSD change plan. The ethical framework furthers this work. To support
decolonization and equity, ethical leadership is triangulated with the model for transformation and
actions for change, with leadership approaches in the PoP, and aligned with critically oriented and
Indigenous epistemologies. In addition, ethical leadership through participatory action research (PAR)
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and decolonial leadership is relevant. PAR critically examines power and privilege to ensure community
is at the forefront of research (Dedding et al., 2021; Gustafson & Brunger, 2014; Lopez, 2020). Rather
than an objective truth, the people at the heart of a problem have the facts and funds of knowledge. A
focus on respectful collaboration, storytelling, and reciprocity is essential to decolonize education and
the educational research process (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Kovach, 2009; Stanton, 2014). This ethical
stance is supported by both Indigenous and non-Indigenous scholars and informs the MSD change plan.
In a similar vein, relational leadership is core to leading in a good way. Liu (2017) proposes a
critically oriented view and posits ethical leadership as relational rather than the dominant hierarchical
control model of ethical leadership. This notion of leadership in relation, focused on how leaders
interact within a relational system, rather than viewing ethical leadership as a trait-based singular act
(Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012) aligns with my leadership lenses and the ST4SC model. Indigenous
epistemologies similarly view relational accountability as an ethical foundation (Schnellert, et al., 2021;
Smith et al., 2019). Being accountable to one another in relation with community opposes views of trait
theory and the use of instruments to measure ethical leadership (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Chikeleze &
Baehrend, 2017). Instead, relational accountability means the focus of change does not rest on or
benefit the leader but is centred with community. Research is worthy or ethical if the subject of the
research sees improvement in their lives (Reich et al., 2017). To this end, decolonized research involves
the 4 Rs: respect, relevance, reciprocity, and responsibility (Kirkness &Barnhardt, 1991; Stanton, 2014).
In sum, ethical leadership challenges and responsibilities are significant and weighty. Yet the
road is not solitary. Though complex and messy, change in a relational, ethical frame takes place in
community. Interconnectedness and relational accountability are liberating structures.
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
The MSD Problem of Practice is complex and the challenges in system change are significant.
Three solutions emerge after extensive consideration and analysis in these first two chapters. Solution 1
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suggests the need for greater system coherence through a focus on key internal accountabilities.
Internal accountability is a strong driver for equitable student achievement and system change (Fullan et
al., 2015; Macbeath, 2013; OECD, 2014). In contrast, Solution 2 foregrounds decolonization. Key system
structures are targeted to be more equitable while empowerment, agency and voice for all partners are
advanced towards decolonization and equity (Harris & Jones, 2020; Khalifa et al., 2016; Ryan et al.,
2009). Solution 3 poses that transforming core school and district learning praxes will create the most
impactful change for decolonization, equity, and well-being (Paris, 2021; Snow et al., 2021; Somerville,
2010). The solutions are discussed with the overarching lens of systemness and coherence for
decolonization, equity, and well-being (Fullan & Quinn, 2016; Fullan, 2021). Each solution has benefits
which address the PoP and also presents limitations. By comparing, contrasting, considering advantages,
constraints, resources required, and implications inherent in each solution through the context of MSD’s
PoP, leadership approaches, and the ST4SC change framework, a preferred solution is proposed. The
comparative analysis of each solution follows and is also illustrated in Appendix J. All solutions have
merit and this analysis will inform the resultant plan for transformation developed in Chapter 3.
Solution 1: Create Greater System Coherence Through Internal Accountabilities
This solution is informed by two key system change research threads. First, the need for system
coherence in order to achieve change is well supported in the literature (Adams & Buetow, 2014; Fullan
& Quinn, 2016; Halbert & Kaser, 2016). Second, internal accountability as a focus for system change is
shown to enhance equity and success for all learners (Fullan, 2021; Park et al., 2013; Sahlberg, 2010). Of
significance in this solution is that a gap in MSD system coherence surfaces in the analysis of both the
Coherence Assessment and the Creative Tension tool. In addition, during creative tension gap analysis
conversations, MSD school and district leaders wondered if past change efforts may have been impeded
by lack of shared vision and coherence that resulted in too many initiatives. While initiativitis, or too
many disparate threads of change taking place simultaneously, can negatively impact change efforts
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(Katz, et al., 2018), intentional coherence as part of an action framework can coalesce goals to make
substantive system change, making coherence a valuable aim in change planning (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).
Fullan (2011) notes that the wrong drivers for system reform are external accountability,
individualism, technology, and disconnected inequitable policies. These factors are associated with
neoliberal policies shown to be ineffective in educational change (Apple, 2017; Hursh, 2007; Starr,
2019). In contrast, Fullan and Quinn (2016) define coherence as attending to four dimensions
simultaneously: focusing direction, cultivating collaborative cultures, deepening learning, and securing
accountability. They propose that “coherence provides the remedy to the wrong driver approach” (p. 3).
In 2021, and significant to the PoP, Fullan redefined his right drivers to include a focus on well-being and
learning, social intelligence, equality investments, and systemness (Fullan, 2021). These right drivers and
the four Coherence framework dimensions cogently focus on developing internal accountabilities.
Hargreaves and Shirley (2009) define internal accountability as when individual and groups of
educators take on personal and collective responsibility for success for all learners and pursue
continuous learning and improvement. This finding parallels Fullan’s concept of systemness (Fullan,
2021). Professional capital, learning leadership, collaborative networks, and relational accountability are
four internal accountabilities relevant to the PoP (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009) and connect to adaptive
and decolonial leadership approaches and the ST4SC change model. Fullan, et al. (2015) deepen the
understanding of professional capital as an internal accountability, and suggest that not only individual
human capacity, but also social capital (learning from one another) and decisional capital or adaptive
expertise (Hammerness et al., 2005; Timperley et al., 2017) leverage equity and change. Seemingly
simple, these internal accountabilities are powerful equity-based relational change forces to consider.
Learning leadership correlates to improved success for all learners (Macbeath et al., 2018; Macbeath,
2013) and is also highlighted in Solution 1. Leadership fostered through collaborative networks creates
professional learning focused on improving equitable outcomes for students (Harris et al., 2017;
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Sahlberg, 2010; Stoll et al., 2017). Linked is relational accountability. As educators take responsibility
through respectful and reciprocal relationships, they are accountable to one another, to community,
and to the more-than-human world (Barlo et al., 2021; Schnellert, et al., 2021). These interconnected
layers of internal accountabilities synergistically support the vision of decolonization, equity and wellbeing. The central goals of the PoP thus move forward.
Benefits
The benefits in Solution 1 focus on systemness because the solution identifies and builds on
existing internal accountabilities and all partners are autonomous, interdependent, and responsible for
change (Fullan, 2021). This evolutionary approach echoes foundational aspects in the PoP. Tackling
system coherence by strengthening internal accountabilities in the ST4SC plan corresponds with the
complexity of the PoP and aligns with decolonial and adaptive leadership. For example, developing
professional capital and internal accountabilities is a decolonial stance for horizontal and lateral
decision-making structures rather than top down hierarchies (Khalifa et al., 2019; Lopez, 2020). Likewise,
a focus on relational trust as an internal accountability supports equity and decolonization (Reich et al.,
2017). Collaborative professional learning networks offer internal accountability, enhance student
learning, and build professional capacity (Brown & Poortman, 2018; Russell et al., 2017). Nurturing
distributed or shared learning leadership is also a beneficial internal accountability shown to impact
learning (Harris & Jones, 2020; Robertson & Timperley, 2011). A final benefit is that this change option
starts with current MSD strengths rather than beginning without a foundation (Hargreaves, 2007). Given
the scope of the system change solution, this progressive change approach may be advantageous.
Limitations and Considerations
In addition to significant benefits identified in theoretical and practical perspectives, there are
limitations to Solution 1 which also inform analysis of its effectiveness. The plan’s complexity, its time
commitment, and demands on human resources are significant. The density and scope of the solution
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presents a daunting concern given MSD’s organizational context. In considering this solution, although it
can be well mapped with actionable plans and clear foci aligned with Fullan and Quinn’s Coherence
Framework, the time commitment is immense in a change blueprint of this magnitude. Coordinating this
proposed solution with the change model poses additional workload and time: ST4SC rests on deep
collaborative participation. Therefore, rather than a shorter-term solution with sustainable goals, this
solution poses a five or ten-year commitment to changing and deepening practice. Like a strategic plan,
the work to co-create such a comprehensive plan must be done deeply and well. Significant time and
financial and human resources need to be invested to ensure wide participation and voice, annual
priority setting, and meaningful monitoring and evaluation. Commitment of these substantive resources
in a small rural district must be considered. With the impact of the COVID pandemic on MSD staff,
student, and parent well-being, the question of how to best use the energy and passion of partners in
change must be weighed. Perhaps this work is better done at a more stable time.
A final challenge is that Solution 1 lacks a specific focus on decolonizing practice and structures.
Culturally responsive data and evidence focused on student learning through equitable and decolonizing
lenses are not currently available. As a result, the dearth of meaningful data and need to develop
culturally responsive measures of success require an additional investment of expertise, time, and
resources. Although equity research informs the Coherence model (Fullan & Quinn, 2016; Fullan &
Langworthy, 2013; OECD, 2015), the PoP focus on decolonization to achieve equity and well-being is
pivotal to success for all learners. As a result, Solution 1 in its entirety is not a viable option at present.
Solution 2: Decolonize Key School and District Structures
The gist of Solution 2 is interrogation and dismantling of existing colonial structures with
leadership from a Working Group (WG) of educational partners including students. The central goal is to
decolonize key inequitable structures. The ST4SC model connects well with this solution. To decolonize
structures and manifest social change, current coloniality and the impact of coloniality must be
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understood through a collaborative and participatory framework (Jimenez-Luque, 2021; Stroh, 2015).
The solution thus aims to increase agency and voice, inform policies and procedures, and thereby
increasingly move towards empowerment. This solution is particularly critical for students and for
Indigenous parents and Elders. These groups currently have little decision-making voice or agency in
school and district structures which directly impact them. As a result, meaningful involvement of all
educational partners on a WG is crucial to the success of this solution. The goal is to co-lead a process to
decolonize structures in classrooms, schools, and the district (Lopez, 2020). Another central element of
this solution is collective capacity-building in how to work together and grapple with decolonization
(Brunette-Debassige, 2021; Tuck & Yang, 2012) nurtured through relational leadership and relational
accountability in respectful, reciprocal and relational ways (Barlo et al., 2021; Schnellert, et al., 2021).
Creating a shared vision of why and what to decolonize is likewise critical in this change design
(Fullan, 2020a; Hill & Coleman, 2019; Julien et al., 2010). Seeking understanding of one another’s
epistemologies and ontologies is a shared Indigenous and non-Indigenous effort (Williams, 2018).
Collaboratively choosing which school and district structures need to change and identifying what
structures already provide agency, voice, and engagement is foundational to this change proposal. An
inquiry lens provides a way to investigate the story of change in structures which already have elements
of empowerment and decolonization: What led to these decolonial structural changes? How is change
sustained? What barriers were overcome, and which remain? Criteria for equity and decolonization
determined together, allow collective space for consensus and dissensus (Capper, 2019). Questions such
as who leads and facilitates meetings, how structures are organized, whose voice is present and absent,
and what measures can address reverting to coloniality will be examined (Andreotti, 2021; BrunetteDebassige, 2021; Simpson, 2016). The approach to change posited in Solution 2 aligns well with the four
stages in the ST4SC model. It takes up what to change, while also offers ways to increase voice, agency,
and empowerment of the educational community. Decolonial and adaptive leadership are likewise
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embedded in this solution. Like Solution 1, this option builds on what currently exists and furthers it. In
sum, significant promise and possibility to concretely change structures and move towards a culture of
trust and authentic collaboration are presented by Solution 2.
Benefits
The core benefit of decolonizing key structures is that it gets to the heart of equity. Schools and
districts are built on colonial paradigms, and as Watkins, et al. (2018) observe in their theory of change,
(in)equity is structural. Without disrupting structural sources of inequity, new pedagogical practices may
not change equity outcomes, and indeed, may exacerbate inequity (Watkins et al., 2018). Deep
interrogation of current inequities in the structural foundations of a system is critical to achieve the
change inherent in Solution 2. Structural change may need to be made in staffing allocations, hiring
practices, course choice options, and funding allocations (Watkins, et al., 2018). In MSD, examining
decision-making and direction-making structures for inequity and coloniality is contemplated. For
example, student voice and empowerment are often lacking in school structures as the traditional
grammar of schooling is top-down and hierarchical (Hubbard & Datnow, 2020; Tyack & Tobin, 1994).
Decolonization disrupts structural power and privilege (Jimenez-Luque, 2021; Smith et al., 2019). As a
result, altering structural dimensions offers hope that learners and partners will experience greater wellbeing, belonging, and respect. Solution 2 presents a significant change in how schools operate.
Limitations and Considerations
Yet despite its potential rewards, Solution 2 also poses substantial challenges. This level of
disruption as a change focus is messy and complex, requiring adaptiveness (Mason, 2008; Uhl-Bien &
Arena, 2017). Although the ST4SC model outlines a process for engagement with diverse educational
community partners, actual solutions and potential structures requiring change are not known.
Opposition to the solution will likely surface from those whose power and privilege are most threatened
(Heifetz & Linsky, 2017; Held, 2019). Decolonizing structure amidst potential backlash is not a short-term
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change plan. Indeed, school and district leaders and all partners will need high capacity to hold space for
deep listening, dissensus, and diverse perspectives, recasting their own power and privilege. A long
range and worthwhile vision may entail first building a strong culture of collaboration, trust, and
relational accountability (Barlo et al., 2021; Daly, 2010; Schnellert, et al., 2021), then identifying and
making transparent structures which are already decolonized, all while slowly and steadily working
towards decolonization of more school and district structures. Remembering that (in)equity is structural,
this work is vital. It cannot be disregarded. Yet perhaps decolonizing MSD structures can begin in
smaller, incremental steps, and occur in concert with changes in pedagogical practice proposed in
Solution 3 to realize equity and decolonization (Watkins et al., 2018).
Solution 3: Embed Decolonized School and District Learning Praxes
The third and final solution is predicated on decolonizing learning practices in MSD classrooms,
schools, and the district. Since student and adult learning are symmetrical, changing how teachers learn,
transforms how they design innovative learning environments, and thence, how students learn
(Paniagua & Istance, 2018; Watkins et al., 2018). Thus, system improvement rests on adults engaged in
collective capacity building which results deep learning environments for student learners (Fullan, 2011,
2021). Developing adult learner capacity through collective professionalism fosters a shared vision of
why and how to change pedagogy and assessment praxes (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; RincónGallardo, 2019). Decolonizing MSD learning leadership similarly shifts adult and student learning
experiences, while decolonial structures that foster shared leadership result in collaborative synergy
(Lopez, 2020) and learning leadership networks of catalytic affiliation—the effect of district leaders
collaborating and learning together (McGregor, et al., 2019). Dismantling colonial teaching and learning
leadership is fundamental to Solution 3. Likewise, learning from existing decolonial practices in MSD and
organically growing change from these anti-colonial roots is intrinsic in this remedy. Educators practice
equitable approaches to engage all learners and authentically unlearn, recentre, and restory how power
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and privilege are located in schools (Battiste, 2013; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Smith et al., 2019).
The process for Solution 3 aligns well with the ST4SC model, adaptive and decolonial leadership
approaches for change, the PoP, and MSD’s context. Collectively seeking to understand the current
reality and how it came to be and understanding what is working and not working for learners follows
Stage 2 of the change model. This draws the community together in a collective inquiry for change. In
this way, representatives from all partner groups co-lead and support change in praxes in school
ecosystems. Creating a generative social field is fundamental to a productive space of generativity, risktaking, and innovation as is cultivating trust and respect for diversity (Boell & Senge, 2017; Goodchild,
2021). Compassionate Systems Leadership tools and practices will build essential human connectedness
and systems thinking, and support and sustain decolonial systems change (Center for Systems
Awareness, n.d.; Compassionate Systems Leadership, n.d.; Cook, et al., 2021). Holding a brave space for
change requires collective capacity and trust (Arao & Clemens, 2013). MSD has begun embedding
culturally responsive assessment and pedagogies through Indigenous worldviews and perspectives in K12 curriculum. Promising decolonial practice is found across the district. The evolutionary and
deepening journey of this solution is therefore feasible. Hearkening to a shared vision of decolonized
teaching and assessment practice and co-imagining decolonized learning leadership promises good and
important work for the MSD community and its aims for equity, well-being, and decolonization.
Benefits
The primary advantage of Solution 3 is that it will directly improve success for learners. It
cultivates quality teaching and learning through collaborative expertise (Brown et al., 2016; Bryk et al.,
2017; Hattie, 2015) and embeds equity-based learning leadership so important for student and adult
well-being (Cherkowski & Walker, 2016; Harris & Jones, 2020). Teacher professional learning networks
(PLN’s) are core to MSD learning culture: more than 80% of teachers voluntarily engage in inquiry
through one or more collaborative networks over the course of a school year. Voluntary and invitational
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professional learning gives educators autonomy to match the needs of their learners with their learning
needs (Harris et al., 2017; Timperley et al., 2017), enhancing their well-being and control over their work
(Cherkowski et al., 2020). Timelines and scope of the solution can also be managed. The long term goal
is that all learning environments are founded on decolonial, culturally responsive, and culturally
sustainable pedagogies (Ladson-Billings, 2019; Paris, 2021; Snow et al., 2021). Yet through voluntary
teacher engagement in PLNs, students learning in classrooms where educators embrace this solution for
change will rapidly see impact. Based on previous PLN experiences, a core team changes practice and in
subsequent years, more MSD teachers and school leaders will join to transform pedagogy. Learning
leadership is held collaboratively, integrating systemness (Fullan, 2021). Benefits for learners will widen
as their teachers and school leaders grow equity, well-being, and decolonial practice. In consideration of
the MSD gap analyses and partner dialogue, I propose six key pedagogical and assessment practices:
•

culturally responsive pedagogies and assessment (Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Snow et al., 2021);

•

Indigenous language learning (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Smith et al., 2019);

•

culturally sustainable pedagogies (Andreotti, 2021; Paris, 2021);

•

Land-based learning (Davidson & Davidson, 2018; Hare, 2012; Simpson, 2014; Styres, 2019);

•

critical place-conscious learning (Gruenewald, 2003; Nxumalo, 2015; Somerville, 2010); and

•

anti-racism, anti-oppression, equity learning (Lopez, 2022; Nxumalo, 2020).

Each of these praxes embed decolonial pedagogies that will impact learning for adults involved in the
PLN process and for their students. PLNs will grow interest in deeper pedagogical change as decolonizing
practice and the impact on equity and well-being will be visible to learners, parents, and educators.
Diverse measures of student success such as pedagogical documentation, narrative, and observation will
be simultaneously developed to equitably assess and report on learning (one of the aims in Solution 2).
Student voice, agency, and empowerment will deepen as decolonizing practice and structure alter the
learning landscape. Finally, since this equity and decolonization work is supported by BC Ministry of
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Education policies, initiatives, and funding, additional social licence for change is garnered.
Limitations and Considerations
Transforming practice for all MSD educators is a long-term plan, suggesting that for this solution
to be successful, it should be phased over time. In this way, decolonized practice will grow and more and
more learners will benefit as the learning culture transforms. Experience in MSD shows that innovative
learning values emerge, take hold, and are embedded. For example, place-conscious learning, formative
assessment, and socio-emotional learning are now sustained in almost all learning environments
because of evidence-informed professional learning. Yet while there is a strong existing culture of PLNs
in MSD, refinements to practice in collaborative professionalism need to occur by strengthening the
focus on student work and matching practice to what is going on for learners (Halbert & Kaser, 2016;
Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018). Another potential area of concern is that decolonizing approaches to
pedagogy and assessment face the danger of replicating colonial structures (Barlo et al., 2021; Smith et
al., 2019; Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012). Therefore, core to this solution is ensuring that Indigenous
Knowledge Keepers, Elders, students, and parents guide and inform change. Relational accountability
demands being true partners, learning and transforming together (Reich et al., 2017; Schnellert, et al.,
2021). As this new paradigm challenges the status quo, it is imperative to walk together with good heart
for equity, well-being, and decolonization (Cherkowski & Schnellert, 2018; Smith et al., 2019).
The Chosen Solution: Decolonizing Pedagogies and Learning Leadership Praxes
In conclusion, this analysis has examined merits, challenges, and implications for change in each
of three proposed solutions. Each solution brings forward strengths and possibilities which will inform
the change journey outlined in Chapter 3. System coherence and decolonizing structures will play a role
in change within Mountain School District. Likewise, internal accountabilities will be strengthened and
uplifted. Yet, it is Solution 3 which affords the most achievable and impactful transformation towards
equity, well-being, and decolonization through shifting pedagogies and learning leadership. Grappling
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with the puzzle of how to transform together in relational, reciprocal, and respectful ways without
imposing or perpetuating coloniality is navigated in the next chapter of this plan for change.
Chapter 2 Summary
This second chapter of the paper has considered a detailed analysis of how to change the
system in Mountain School District to realize equity and well-being for students and adults in the
system—in particular, the essentiality of decolonization and anti-coloniality. Through a deeper
exploration of two leadership approaches introduced in Chapter 1, it can be seen that decolonial
leadership interrogates anti-colonial structure and practice endemic in a colonial education system, and
that adaptive leadership affords space for the uncertainty and ambiguity inherent in the complex system
change process in MSD. To frame these leadership approaches, critically oriented and Indigenous
epistemologies are explored. These worldviews underpin decolonization and equity as primary goals in
the OIP, and inform how anti-coloniality can be realized. Rather than subjugate Indigenous voice, this
section of the paper foregrounds Indigenous and racialized scholars speaking in their own words about
decolonization and culturally responsive practices in education. This is an intentional anti-colonial act.
In addition, Chapter 2 deepens critical analysis of the MSD organization and provides a
preliminary inquiry into gaps and challenges. Ethics, social justice, and decolonization are highlighted in
the chapter as central to this research inquiry—walking and transforming together with community in a
good way. Finally, after examining the benefits and limitations of three possible solutions to the PoP,
Solution 3—decolonizing pedagogical praxes and learning leadership—is chosen as the change solution.
The considerations, understandings, and analysis explored in Chapter 2 will profoundly shape the
collective journey for change articulated in this final chapter.
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Chapter 3: Cultivating, Nurturing, and Communicating Change Together
Decolonization, well-being, and equitable system change continue to guide this third and final
chapter of the Organizational Improvement Plan as planning for change is put into actionable steps.
Detailed maps for implementing change, monitoring and evaluating the progress and success of the
change process, and thoughtfully leading change communication are developed in this chapter. The
aim—how to action Solution 3, decolonizing pedagogies and learning praxes—will be realized.
Yet moving this theory of change into a plan of action raises questions. What does planning for
change look like in a decolonial context? How is change implemented with care and compassion? How
can monitoring and evaluation of change be done in an equitable way? How can change be
communicated using approaches that include and honour community? Words common in Western
organizational change literature are problematic in the context of equity. Eurocentric vernacular
presupposes power and privilege, posing system reform as yet another colonial act (Capper, 2019; Hare
& Pidgeon, 2011; Tuck & Yang, 2012). Even the term, system change is dissonant, phrased as if the
system is out there and beyond our scope, rather than within each of us. We are the system, part of a
living and interdependent web; each of us is change (Andreotti, 2021; Senge, 2006). Creating equity and
well-being together in a school system that has privileged some, and erased or disempowered others,
disrupts decades of colonial educational practice. It also provides hope and possibility (Lopez, 2020).
This is an essential voyage. Few maps exist. Yet change is imperative.
Wayfinding: A Decolonial Orientation for Navigating Change
The Indigenous cultural practice of wayfinding offers a respectful, reciprocal, and relational lens
for implementing decolonial change in MSD. An Indigenous leader from BC’s Ministry of Education first
introduced me to this epistemological concept almost a decade ago at an annual gathering of
Indigenous and school district leaders. Wayfinding is an ancient practice for navigating perilous crossings
between South Pacific islands, based on Indigenous Knowledges passed through generations (Buente, et
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al., 2020). Polynesian and Maori wayfinders journeyed 75,000 miles amongst islands now known as
Micronesia, Polynesia, and New Zealand (Buente et al., 2020; Spiller, 2015). Rather than maps,
instruments, and technology, Indigenous navigators used traditional ways of knowing to skillfully
wayfind through the vast ocean, a feat likened to modern moon missions in complexity and scope
(Spiller, 2016). The art of wayfinding rests on deep cultural knowledges shared respectfully and
relationally over millennia. It relies on three fundamental understandings: using the sun, stars, wind,
ocean swells, and currents to stay on track towards the destination; adjusting course by segmenting the
journey through known references and star points using dead reckoning; and interpreting cloud
formations, bird flight, and patterns of the ocean (Buente et al., 2020). Decolonial change is wayfinding.
As Lead Learner in MSD, I posit that the MSD plan for change be grounded in collective anticolonial wayfinding. For decades in BC, Indigenous and non-Indigenous educators have spoken of the
need for us to paddle together in the same canoe towards healing, reconciliation, and decolonization
(Williams, 2018). Indigenous and non-Indigenous partners in BC’s K-12 schools have embarked on actual
canoe voyages with these aspirational aims. MSD has begun decolonial work and now it is time to
deepen. System change in MSD takes up the spirit of a shared journey, paddling together for change.
I articulate in this OIP, an MSD change plan which interrogates colonial patterns, and supports
community to unlearn and relearn through relational accountability in Indigenous and non-Indigenous
partnership (Goodchild, 2021; Schnellert et al., 2015). Rather than top-down leadership, my aspiration is
that decolonial transformation will rest on reciprocity, relationality, and respect so foundational to
Indigenous Knowledges and cultures (Barlo et al., 2021; Schnellert et al, 2021; Spiller, 2016). Likewise, I
conceptualize decolonial plans for change which are co-created, rather imposed on community (Lopez,
2020). I see a blueprint for implementation taken up together in participatory action (Dedding, et al.,
2021; Nelson, et al., 1998), with monitoring and evaluation design co-constructed, and equitable
measures for success determined together (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Smith, et al., 2019). If
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wayfinding leadership is the practice of “calling the island to you” (Spiller, 2016, p.38), I see my role as a
Lead Learner to be “in communion with the unfolding processes of the surrounding world and by
moving from stillness, bring the island …through ‘be-coming’ not ‘be-going’” (p.38). I am taught by BC’s
First Peoples Principles of Learning (FPPL) which inform the K-12 education system and deepen
Indigenous and non-Indigenous partnerships for decolonial change (BC Ministry of Education & FNESC,
2008). This epistemological framework is shown in Figure 3 and guides BC educators in embedding
decolonizing pedagogies. I propose the FPPL as a decolonizing and wayfinding change leadership lens in
this OIP and hope that it may guide other leaders who yearn for equity, well-being, and decolonization.
Figure 3
BC’s First Peoples Principles of Learning (FPPL)

Note. FPPL co-created by First Nations Education Steering Committee and BC Ministry of Education.
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This third OIP chapter grapples with plans to fundamentally decolonize an education system,
viewed through the case of MSD. In the plan for implementing, monitoring, and communicating change,
both the FPPL and collective wayfinding inform collaboration between community partners. This final
chapter therefore offers a decolonial frame for mapping collective transformation, with each person in
community essential to change-making. The plan for change envisions calling the island through a cocreated vision of anti-colonialism, equity, and well-being. Inspired by ancient wisdoms, the voyage
articulated in this chapter charts system change by dismantling coloniality.
The Implementation Plan for Transformation: Systems Thinking for Social Change
Systems Thinking for Social Change (ST4SC) provides an apt decolonial framework to help guide
the process of transformation articulated in Solution 3. A grassroots participatory action model for
change, the collective of community is honoured rather than a singular leadership vision (Heifetz, et al.,
2009; Senge, 2017). Four ST4SC change model stages are iterative rather than linear, and responsive
rather than fixed. Community is deeply involved at each phase, aligning with the aims of decolonization.
Core principles of responsivity, systems thinking, and interconnectedness support Indigenous principles
of relationality and reciprocity. Change is viewed through a sustainable lens, corresponding to
Indigenous wisdoms that actions are not only for the present, but consider responsibility for generations
hence (Battiste, 2008; Julien, et al., 2010; Kovach, 2009). Deep systemic social change which matters for
people and the planet underpin this change model (Andreotti, 2021; Paris, 2021). The process is
predicated on sustainable long term solutions (Stroh, 2015), and systems thinking archetypes (Senge,
2006) are used by and with community to collaboratively confront authentic problems of practice. For
all these reasons, the ST4SC supports the overarching aim of the MSD change plan: grow equity and
well-being for all learners by decolonizing school and district learning praxes.
Transition to Change: Learning, Unlearning, and Relearning
The preferred change solution focuses on transforming teaching, learning, and leadership
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practices. Solution 3 was chosen because its learning-instruction-assessment nexus is a high yield
strategy for system change (Fullan, 2011). It will directly benefit learners in classrooms, grow adult
learning, and deepen decolonial pedagogies. The change solution is also achievable within the short,
medium, and long term because a strong culture of successful professional learning exists in MSD. Also,
drivers for decolonizing practice are evident in the District Strategic Plan, in MSD Equity Scan
conversations with Indigenous students and families, and in Ministry of Education K-12 curricula and
policy. In addition, the needs for resources and supports for this change solution are manageable, with
some structures already in place. Making these strengths visible by telling this positive story through the
change implementation and communication plan is important and will ease transition to system success.
Yet although transitioning towards the change plan utilizes existing levers, the process also
requires new decolonial methodologies. Changing beliefs, habits, and behaviours involves the deepest
and most challenging process of system transformation (Fullan, 2021; Senge, 2006). Decolonizing
pedagogical practices and reimagining structures require learning, unlearning, and relearning (Smith et
al., 2019). Learning new practices, unlearning old behaviours and beliefs, and relearning are essential for
decolonization. Discussed in Chapter 1, Lopez and Jean-Marie (2021) articulate the NOFS framework
(Name, Own, Frame and Sustain). They describe the importance of naming coloniality and oppression,
owning one’s part in it, framing actions for transformation, and sustaining anti-colonial action. Both the
NOFS framework and the architecture of the ST4SC model support decoloniality. Tectonic shifts build on
existing strengths and form the heart of the change plan. Though the OIP transformation horizon is two
years, the process of decolonial change will continue to unfold over the long term.
Moreover, and particularly in a post-pandemic paradigm, nourishing the well-being of all
educators and supporting their personal and interpersonal capacity is paramount in the transition
towards change implementation. People are exhausted. Anxiety is high. Energy is constrained. Fostering
school leader capacity is essential to the plan’s success, and the increasing complexity of work demands
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for principals and vice-principals must be considered (Pollock et al., 2014, 2015). Interconnectedly,
school leader well-being contributes significantly to teacher well-being (Cherkowski & Walker, 2016),
while teacher well-being correlates to student well-being and success in learning (Oberle & SchonertReichl, 2016). As a Lead Learner, taking the time to prepare for change with flourishing at the core
(Cherkowski et al., 2020; Cherkowski & Walker, 2018) is crucial to the plan’s success and sustainability.
Well-being is key for school-based changemakers, and school leaders flourish when four core values are
present in their work: purpose, passion, play, and presence (Cherkowski et al., 2020; Cherkowski &
Walker, 2019). Fostering these values and nurturing well-being for MSD’s Leadership Team has already
begun in the transition towards change. Building school and district leader capacity in Compassionate
Systems Leadership (CSL) will nurture a generative social field and ease passage to change. Indeed,
dialogue in biweekly Leadership Team meetings shows that CSL skills foster well-being and cultivate
purpose, passion, play, and presence for the team. Cherkowski and Walker (2020) note that flourishing
results form balance within the work educators do, and between work and life. Integrating
Compassionate Systems Awareness (CSA) and CSL practices throughout change attends to this
importance of flourishing and well-being, making a difference for adult and thereby student learners.
I also foreground relationality, learning, and patience as a change leader. “Learning takes
patience and time”, teaches a First Peoples Principles of Learning (BC Ministry of Education & FNESC,
2008, para. 1). Non-Indigenous research similarly shows that going slow to go fast is crucial in
manifesting system success (Fullan, 2021). Creating time and space before and during early change
stages to build solid foundations of trust, compassion, and respect is critical to gaining momentum in
later stages of the change process. Indeed, relationality alleviates potential issues as it creates a caring
networked system. Failure in continuous improvement in education plans is linked to lack of attention in
taking time and lack of the adaptive leadership skills to build relationships (Mehta, et al., 2022). As a
Lead Learner in community with MSD’s Leadership Team and community partners, centring this
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fundamental principle of intentional cultivation, nurturance, and deepening of relationships as the
district transitions to implementing change is essential.
The plan is therefore grounded in anti-colonial epistemologies, intentionally nourishes adult
well-being, and thoughtfully considers transition to change. The next section outlines specific actions in
each of the four stages of the plan that will transform MSD pedagogy and learning leadership practice.
Stage 1: Co-create Readiness—Relationality, Creative Tension, and Shared Vision
The primary aim of Stage 1 in the ST4SC model is to co-create readiness for change with
community. In MSD, three main actions work towards change readiness: First, cultivate relationality;
next, develop creative tension; and third, create a shared vision for change. Given the importance of
relationality for well-being and decolonization enacted in a good and respectful way with all community
partners, the first aim is foundational and supports the two subsequent change strategies.
Cultivate Relationality. Creating a generative and respectful social field and (Boell & Senge,
2017; Niesche & Gowlett, 2015) undergirds subsequent parts of the change process. Holding a brave
space for dissonance, discomfort, and dialogue with all partners is necessary in order to achieve the
central aims in this stage of decolonizing praxes (Arao & Clemens, 2013; Break Away, n.d.; Sensoy &
DiAngelo, 2014). Community gatherings and forums for dialogue will act as decolonizing and
participatory structures to gather diverse perspectives on the current state of equity, well-being, and
learning practices, and forge aims for pedagogical and structural decolonization. Learning CSA skills will
build capacity for diverse partners to listen to one another and respect divergent ideas. Using common
CSA language and experiences will move MSD towards a caring learning community (Senge et al., 2019).
The MSD Leadership Team and a Working Group (WG) will have a core role in building relationships,
fostering trust, and modelling and building systems awareness. The team will work closely with a CSA
facilitator as an external resource to provide support and guidance.
Finally, a Working Group will be formed to collectively guide the change process, lead
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monitoring and evaluation, and serve as the nexus for formal and informal communication. Comprised
of partner representatives who have often been silenced in the coloniality of educational systems, the
Working Group (WG) includes students, Elders, Indigenous community, parents, and staff. The WG will
lead the process of change and ensure responsiveness and communication with each partner
community. Through all these actions, relationality and mutual respect will inform working alongside
one another in authentic decolonizing ways (Liu, 2017).
Develop Creative Tension. Building on MSD strengths and identifying challenges and gaps forms
the second action focus in Stage 1. The change model uses the systems thinking archetype of creative
tension, the gap between what currently exists and what is desired to provide momentum for change.
The WG will consult with and listen to students, parents, Indigenous Elders, and staff. Community will
collectively identify current decolonizing practices which foster equity and well-being, and name
learning praxes which require dismantling and decolonization. Also, because student voice is often
absent in informing teaching and learning praxes, listening to learners in schools is foundational, so that
students on the WG can best represent student voice. In MSD’s work with Indigenous students and
families in Equity in Action conversations, listening to the stories and the needs of Indigenous learners
and families was a catalyst for educators exploring new practices and unlearning colonial ways (BC
Ministry of Education, 2020d). Using the creative tension process to deeply listen informs the final
aspect of this set of actions: a shared vision for change.
Create a Shared Vision for Change. Creative tension fosters an emerging shared vision of why to
change pedagogy and assessment practice. It will also refine what to change. The WG takes the lead in
this phase and co-creates a draft vision for decolonizing learning praxes based on creative tension
meetings with partner groups. Then in community gatherings and forums, the WG will hear from the
larger learning community, gathering input on the draft shared vision. Key questions will include which
aspects of the draft vision for change are accurate, what may need to be iterated, added, or omitted,
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and what is realistic to undertake in the short term and longer term. This action phase builds readiness
for change, deepens trust with community, and sharpens clarity on what to transform and why.
Also important in this first set of actions is creating a district framework for equity (BC Ministry
of Education, 2021) in collaboration with all partner groups and leadership from the WG. The equity
framework will guide the change implementation work and anchor a shared vision for change. Appendix
K shows a draft equity framework which integrates all three goals in the PoP and the change plan.
Stage 2: Face Current Reality and Nurture Understanding and Acceptance
The second stage of change transformation involves three main tasks: examine data and
evidence to hone change focus, interrogate forces which led to the current situation and what needs to
change, and nurture collective understanding of the transformation work to be done.
Review Data and Evidence. A collaborative review of data and evidence which demonstrate the
current reality and illuminate the need for change frames this action (Schildkamp, et al., 2019). The WG
and Leadership Team facilitates and shares data review findings with the community. Relevant MSD
student learning data discussed in Chapter 1 will be studied, and evidence of current reality from
creative tension conversations specific to teaching and learning equitable praxes will also be examined.
In addition, the dearth of culturally responsive data will be surfaced, as this lack in itself is evidence of
the need for change and creates a target for transformation during the change process.
Interrogate Current Reality. Second, the community interrogates how the current reality came
to be. The forces at play are explored and inquiring into current decolonizing practice illuminates equitybased pedagogies and structures that can be nurtured and grown. Examining the evidence strengthens
creative tension and increases the resultant energy for change (Stroh, 2015). In addition, the co-created
equity framework (Appendix K) developed in Stage 1 along with a collaboratively constructed ethical
framework (Appendix I) discussed in Chapter 2 will be foundational because they point to the
community’s aspirations for change in decolonizing teaching and learning practice. The equity and ethics
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frameworks will serve as a North Star, guiding a common vision to disrupt and dismantle colonial
structures and praxes impacting well-being, equity, and success for all learners. This approach to change
shares power with community and decolonizes leadership structures and practice (Lopez, 2020).
Anchor Dialogue in Compassion. The final and overarching Stage 2 task circles back to
cultivating relationality through CSA skills undertaken in Stage 1. The aim is to anchor difficult
conversations about inequity and coloniality in compassion, understanding, and acceptance. CSA
practices and systems thinking archetypes are key to developing new mental models, habits, and
actions. The Lead Learner, Leadership Team, and WG with the support of an external Compassionate
Systems Leadership facilitator will use the three-legged stool (Appendix L), systems iceberg (Appendix
M), and other systems thinking archetypes such as shifting the burden, ladder of inference, ladder of
connectedness (Senge, 2006) to help the MSD community see how school and district systems have
operated in colonial ways, and explore how the system can be changed. Thus, this stage in the change
process cultivates a generative and inclusive space focused on compassionate collaboration. Respect,
relationality, and flourishing are centred (Barlo et al., 2021; Cherkowski & Schnellert, 2018; Patel, 2016).
Stage 3: Cultivate Collective Commitment for Change
Stage 3 mobilizes voluntary professional learning networks (PLNs) to build educator capacity in
decolonizing learning practices new to MSD. It strengthens pedagogical practices that schools and the
district have already begun. Prototypes for new PLNs are developed as a way to begin the work.
Mobilize PLNs. Key responsibility for this stage rests on the Lead Learner, Leadership Team,
external professional learning facilitators, and volunteer teachers. Six evidence-based teaching and
learning approaches discussed in Chapter 2 are shown visually in Figure 4: they centre the pedagogical
transformation for equity and well-being for learners. These six decolonizing pedagogies were chosen
because of data and evidence findings in the Coherence Assessment and Creative Tension gap analyses
presented in Chapters 1 and 2. They also respond to needs articulated by Indigenous students, parents,
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and Elders during Indigenous Equity Scans held in 2020 and 2021. Each pedagogy supports inclusive and
equitable learning and aligns with MSD’s Strategic Plan.
Figure 4
Six Decolonizing Pedagogical Praxes

Prototype for Success. Cultivating success through one or two prototyped PLNs co-led by
teachers and school leaders will frame initial actions in this stage. A first goal in Stage 3 is to choose
where to start. The Working Group and community will have input, yet Stage 3 is led by volunteer
educators with their passion and commitment for change. Choice in where to begin decolonizing
practice through PLNs demonstrates an anti-colonial structure, because power for transformation lies in
the hands of teacher and school leaders with input from community. Support for professional learning
capacity through external facilitation will underpin the PLN structure. Finally, this approach nurtures a
manageable short term change plan. One or two PLNs in the first two years of the change plan will serve
as innovative prototypes for broader evolutionary change over the longer term. This voluntary and
collaborative process has proved a successful MSD model for changing pedagogical practice. Collective
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support for teachers from external experts, the Leadership Team, Union, school staff, and Lead Learners
has previously resulted in positive impact on inclusion and equity for student learners. It works.
Stage 4: (Re)Negotiate, (Re)Calibrate, Sustain Momentum, Monitor Change
The final stage of the plan for change involves checking on indicators and measures of progress
and adjusting or recalibrating goals or actions as required. This phase of the change process helps
sustain momentum and guides alteration in direction or focus if necessary.
Monitor Progress Using Data and Evidence. Though the term monitoring can suggest
hierarchical colonial control rather than an equity focus, Stroh’s ST4SC model views this stage as
necessary responsiveness to change. Like all other ST4SC dimensions, participatory involvement by the
community in checking progress is paramount. The use of evidence and data by and with community
ensures internal accountability that keeps action at the forefront, while monitoring accounts of progress
relationally puts power in the hands of all (Fullan, et al., 2015; OECD, 2014; Schnellert, et al., 2021). This
dimension was seen in the preliminary Coherence Assessment as an area to strengthen in MSD culture.
Update Goals and Measures of Success. Stage 4 of the MSD change process also involves cocreating and updating goals with agreed-upon success measures to gauge progress towards system
change (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; McKellar, et al., 2014). Intrinsic in this process is regular and
responsive assessment: What is working? What needs to be lifted up? Qualitative narratives will be
collaboratively mapped by the PLN teams. What stories of hope and changing practice are apparent?
What can be deepened? What needs to be altered? Are the metrics of success sufficient to tell the story
of change, or are new metrics needed? How are diverse voices and perspectives included? Measuring
progress matters, and evidence needs to be both useable and useful (Timperley et al., 2020). This stage
critically asks community whether enough of a difference is being made (Timperley, et al., 2014).
Key actions in each of the four stages of the ST4SC change plan are illustrated in Figure 5. These
actionable steps in each stage of the ST4SC change model demonstrate how to decolonize pedagogy and
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structures in MSD culture.
Figure 5
The MSD System Change Plan for Equity, Well-being, and Decolonization
Stage One:
Co-create a Foundation for
Change Readiness

Stage Two:
Face Current Reality;
Nurture Understanding and
Acceptance

Stage Three:
Make a Collective
Commitment for Change

Stage Four:
(Re)Negotiate Focus,
(Re)Calibrate, and Sustain
Momentum

Fall 2022

Spring 2023

Spring 2023 – Fall 2024

Fall 2023 – Fall 2024

Cultivate Relationality
o Co-create a generative
social field inclusive of all
partners including
students through CSL
capacity-building (Boell
& Senge, 2017) and
decolonizing structures
o Affirm readiness to
change with clear shared
picture of why change
pedagogy and
assessment and what to
change (Rincon-Gallardo,
2019)
o Form a Working Group
of all partners to co-lead
the change process
Develop Creative Tension
o Co-identify shared vision
of creative tension
between current reality
and desired
transformation (Senge,
2006; Stroh, 2015)
o Build on MSD strengths:
deepen relationality,
reciprocity, and respect
(Hare & Pidgeon, 2011;
Schnellert & Davidson,
2021)
Create a Shared Vision
o Collectively build an
equity framework to
guide ethical decisionmaking for
decolonization (BC
Ministry of Education,
2020)

Review Data and Evidence
o Collaboratively examine
diverse data and evidence
(Schildkamp, et al., 2019)
o Use evidence to develop
collective understanding
of creative tension and
invite energy for change
(Eisler, 2015; Senge, 2013)
o Together seek to
understand how current
inequitable reality came
to be, what praxes are
currently working for all
learners, and what needs
to change

Mobilize PLNs
o Examine current
measures of success and
re-vision equitable
success metrics
o In PLNs, build equitybased pedagogy and
assessment capacity in
one or two of these key
praxes:
1. Culturally responsive
pedagogies and
assessment practice
(Hare & Pidgeon, 2011;
Mahuika, et al., 2011;
Snow et al., 2021)
2. Indigenous language
learning (Archibald &
Hare, 2017)
3. Culturally sustainable
practices (Andreotti,
2021; Paris, 2021)
4. Critical place-conscious
learning (Gruenewald,
2003; Nxumalo, 2015;
Somerville, 2010)
5. Land-based learning
(Davidson & Davidson,
2018; Hare, 2012;
Simpson, 2014)
6. Anti-racism, inclusion,
and equity (Lopez &
Jean-Marie, 2021;
Moore, 2017)

Monitor Progress Using Data
and Evidence
o Use co-created and
updated goals and
measures of success to
gauge system change
o Celebrate what
decolonized praxes have
changed in pedagogy and
assessment through PLNs,
and support what needs
to be lifted up
o Collaboratively document
and map journey towards
collective aspirations for
change
o Communicate regularly
and in multiple ways with
diverse needs of all
partners in mind

Interrogate Current Reality
o Use equity framework to
identify MSD colonizing
and decolonizing teaching
and learning practices.
o Nurture shared leadership
(Lopez, 2020)

Anchor in Compassion
o Anchor compassion and
understanding, and
support student, staff,
and partner well-being
through compassionate
systems awareness (Boell
& Senge, 2017; Center for
Systems Awareness, n.d.;
Senge, 2020)

Prototype PLNs for Success
o Collaboratively select one
or two professional
learning networks (PLNs)
as prototypes for change

Update Goals and Adapt
o Revise and recalibrate
regularly with input from
all partners
o Consider new culturally
responsive and holistic
metrics for success

An important consideration is that the plan in Figure 5 be seen as a draft starting place since in reality,

85
the community will lead the plan for transformation.
Limitations and Challenges in this Bold Plan for Change
All four stages in the ST4SC change process plan work in concert to create sustainable decolonial
change of MSD’s pedagogical praxes. However, a potential limitation is that the model relies on Western
critical social justice epistemologies even as it aims to solve a colonial problem. This challenge is
balanced by a decolonial and participatory process for community to collaboratively vision, plan, and
evaluate change. A further limitation is that systems thinking foundations can be mechanistic and
require compassion in solving complex human problems (Senge, 2020). This concern is mediated
through Compassionate Systems Leadership and CSA capacity-building and the ST4SC model’s social
justice focus. Respectful interrogation of learning practices is also needed in this decolonizing journey. In
considering these limitations, leaders in MSD must aspire to span boundaries between Eurocentric,
critical, and Indigenous epistemologies to dismantle coloniality (Lopez, 2020; Patel, 2016).
The MSD change plan is brave. Indigenous epistemologies have been oppressed in the education
system by colonial Western ways of knowing for centuries (Battiste, 2002; Hare & Pidgeon, 2011; Smith
et al., 2019). Despite these tensions and the inherent danger of replicating coloniality in the change
process, not to move towards decolonization of praxes is untenable. Educational change is vital for all
learners—student and adult—and ultimately for all human and more-than-human life (Andreotti, 2021;
Paris, 2021). In sum, the aim of this change realization plan is to do the work together, and in a good,
relational, and respectful way (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991).
As a result, careful navigation and wayfinding through the change process yield significant
promise for decolonization, equity, and well-being. Though mistakes may be made, learning, unlearning,
and relearning with community is essential for MSD. Working together with good hearts to change
pedagogies and structures offers hope for sustainable and meaningful change for all MSD learners and
partners—especially for children and youth. Decolonial monitoring and evaluation guided by critical and
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Indigenous epistemologies is described next and also mitigates the change plan’s challenges.
Respectful, Relational and Reciprocal Pathways for Monitoring and Evaluation
Throughout this OIP, the integral need to decentre power and privilege, and engage and
empower community for deep transformation has been articulated. Within a decolonial frame
therefore, how can community, system leaders, and the public be assured in the monitoring and
evaluation process that change is happening in MSD schools, and that progress is being made towards
the shared vision for change? How can monitoring and evaluation be liberatory rather than oppressive?
What role can the MSD Lead Learner and Leadership Team play in ensuring that change and the
accounting of change is meaningful, sustainable, and equitable? This section grapples with these
dissonant tensions, articulates three theoretical models for internal accountability, and puts forward a
resultant plan for monitoring and evaluation that honours relationality, reciprocity, and respect.
Evaluation and accountability must be intentionally built into internal practice, otherwise
initiatives can become random acts, and change unsustainable (Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021). Monitoring
is routine in nature and embedded in the work of implementing change, while evaluation involves
periodic deeper analysis (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Yet although assessing progress towards change,
and evaluating the results of social change are critical, the process is not simple (Stroh, 2015). Evaluation
can rest on external accountability reporting requirements using solely narrow measures of student
success (Apple, 2017; Ball, 2016; Mehta, 2013). Such neoliberal accountability models promise
successful system change, yet ironically do not deliver, while the pressures of external accountability
pressures perpetuate colonial and top-down hierarchical structures (Fullan, 2011; Scheerens, 2015;
Westheimer, 2010). Though compliance reporting is required by policy in school districts, internal
accountability deepens change.
Internal Accountability for Decolonial Monitoring and Evaluation
Whereas external accountability is about compliance and responsibility to report outside the
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organization, internal accountability focusses responsibility within the organization. Accountability to
community and one another is more profoundly transformational and sustainable than external
measures (Fullan et al., 2015; Macbeath, et al., 2018; OECD, 2014). Taking relational responsibility for
understanding and tracking change progress grows collective ownership and accountability (Markiewicz
& Patrick, 2016). In this way, relational accountability, trust, and interdependence in a complex adaptive
system support the MSD system change journey and advance decolonization for equity and well-being.
Internal accountability provides an ideal loose-tight balance (Fullan & Edwards, 2021; Mehta, 2014;
Scheerens, 2015). Accountability is tight to the collective shared purpose, vision, and change goals, and
loose in engendering trust and relational glue. The balance of loose and tight internal accountabilities
forms an interconnected feedback loop which decentres power and privilege.
The MSD monitoring and evaluation plan demonstrates key evidence-informed internal
accountabilities. First, the four Rs foundational to Indigenous cultures and Indigenous research
methodologies are embedded: respect, relevance, reciprocity, and responsibility (Brunette-Debassige &
Wakeham, 2020; Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991; Smith et al., 2019). Harris and Jones (2020) propose six
internal accountabilities for equity which are also highlighted in the plan: a focus on teaching and
learning; engagement of parents and families; building professional learning communities; continuous
collaborative professional inquiry; positive school culture; and shared leadership. A system focus on
social justice and connection to community provide further equity-oriented accountabilities (Sahlberg,
2010). Finally, recalibrating anti-oppressive measures of success is key (Lopez, 2022).
These internal anti-colonial factors tighten the plan. Overall, loose-tight accountability advances
systemness in the learning organization and correlates to the effectiveness and sustainability of system
success (Fullan, 2011, 2021). In addition, the MSD monitoring and evaluation plan grapples with getting
the loose-tight balance through the internal accountability of adaptive leadership. Weick’s (1976)
germinal research speaks of loose coupling in educational organizations. This research informed systems
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thinking and coherence-based system change theories of action (Argyris & Schön, 1997; Fullan & Quinn,
2016; Senge, 2006). Paradoxically, looser accountability correlates to higher levels of innovation and
trust, as action often precedes intention, rather than the reverse (Weick, 1976).
Yet the danger is also that accountability which is too loose, results in random acts of initiativitis
(Fullan & Quinn, 2016) while too tight monitoring and checking measures manifest in compliance to topdown pressure, constrict creativity and innovation, and do not improve student learning. Ultimately
under the School Act (British Columbia School Act, n.d.), it is the role of the MSD Lead Learner to ensure
that monitoring and evaluation of system change goals and actions occur, and that an account of these
results and impact on student learning is made transparent to the public (BC Ministry of Education,
2020b). At the same time, the responsibility of a school district leader is overarchingly to their
community of learners. In this monitoring and evaluation plan, I therefore consider two crucial loosetight factors. First, I ensure that effective and evidence-informed internal accountabilities are in place.
Second, through a decolonial lens, I anchor relational accountability to community in monitoring and
evaluating the change process. The plan aims therefore to balance innovation, risk-taking, and breaking
from coloniality, while ensuring that external accountability tensions are considered.
Three Monitoring and Evaluation Models: Systems Thinking, Value Creation, Spiral of Inquiry
Theory should underpin evaluation and monitoring (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016) and I advance
three theoretical models to support the MSD evaluation and monitoring plan. All offer decolonizing
structures which build community ownership for change through participation, trust, and relationality.
They also ensure that the story of change is accounted for in ways which deepen transformation for
equity, well-being, and decolonization. Importantly, these three models focus on internal
accountabilities to determine progress and assess the impact of change plans. Wenger et al. (2011),
Stroh (2015), and Timperley et al. (2014) offer complementary models which support a loose-tight
balance for measuring change progress and evaluating the impact of transformation in MSD.
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First, Stroh (2015) provides a five-component evaluation process which responsively honours
the needs of community, cultivates appreciative stories of success, and assesses impact on the goals for
change. Stroh’s evaluation framework builds on Stage 4 of the ST4SC model which also focuses on
monitoring and evaluation. This evaluation process assesses goals for change against actual results as
change is implemented. Wenger et al. (2011) offer a conceptual model using value creation stories.
These narratives are predicated on participatory involvement of partners throughout monitoring and
evaluation (Wenger, et al., 2011). A community-focused qualitative data collection cycle assesses
change and documents the change process. Finally, Timperley, Halbert, and Kaser’s (2014) Spiral of
Inquiry is a well-established framework in MSD and BC and provides a disciplined tool for collaborative
professional inquiry. It will be used in Stage 3 of the change implementation plan to support monitoring
and evaluation within the professional learning networks (PLNs) focused on shifting pedagogies. All
three approaches embed decolonial structures and embrace relational and internal accountabilities.
Systems Thinking for Evaluation and Monitoring
Systems thinking offers a participatory way for community to be involved in monitoring and
evaluating change. Stroh’s evaluation model maps five dimensions for the evaluation process.
Importantly, each step builds community through shared commitment, through transparency, and
through the authentic collective work of transforming for equity, well-being and decolonization.
Step 1: Set Two to Three Realistic Goals
First, the MSD community will collectively set realistic goals for monitoring and evaluation. The
monitoring and evaluation plan should be attainable with no more than three goals, and achievable
within a short term timeline (Stroh, 2015). Stroh stresses sustaining focus on the goals; if new priorities
emerge, he advises that leaders slow down or stop work on previous commitments to manage the scope
of change. As a system leader who has led large scale system change, I attest to the wisdom of this
advice. Three realistic goals are therefore incorporated into the first column of the monitoring and
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evaluation plan shown in Appendix N.
Step 2: Use Qualitative Data to Assess Progress and Impact
The second component defines clear indicators and measures aligned with the purpose and
shared vision for change. Both qualitative and quantitative metrics can be used. For example, levels of
collaboration amongst partners will be a useful quantitative metric to track in the MSD plan, as will
qualitative measures showing changes in mental models towards decolonization and equity. Markiewicz
& Patrick (2016) advise that learning-focused or social change programs should use predominantly
quantitative metrics: case studies, narrative studies, focus groups, network analysis, or community
meetings. Wenger’s value creation stories are therefore embedded in the second and third columns of
MSD’s monitoring and evaluation plan, as are other diverse qualitative data methodologies.
Step 3: Think Differently About Long and Short Term
Thinking differently about the long and short term is Stroh’s third monitoring and evaluation
principle. Small successes early in the monitoring process, build momentum towards a long term
strategy, versus the lure of a quick, but unsustainable fix. The systems thinking S-Curve model reframes
long and short term expectations in monitoring and evaluation; it shows the path of organic systems
change. This tool demonstrates that organic change begins slowly, accelerates rapidly, and then
plateaus. By contrast, linear growth proceeds in a continually progressive pattern. Recursive S-curves
also occur as change unfolds. The S-Curve model will be used to help manage MSD community
expectations for change, build capacity, target early successes, and communicate progress using change
indicators as Appendix O illustrates. In later change stages, once significant growth in decolonial praxes
is realized, the S-Curve model will guide the Lead Learners and Leadership Team to sustain
decolonization, equity, and well-being transformation, combatting complacency.
Stroh’s (2015) evaluation model addresses underlying causes of problems rather than
symptomatic issues. Patterns, structures, and mental models form deep systemic layers—the root
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causes in the PoP. Systemic issues can be assessed with the systems thinking iceberg which shows that
under the surface symptoms of inequity, well-being, and coloniality in the PoP, lie deep patterns and
trends, structures and systems, and mental models. Collaboratively inquiring into and facing the layers
below the surface of the iceberg informs change action. The iceberg tool seen in Appendix M is apt for
leveraging understanding of what has led to the current reality in MSD’s complex education system with
its layers of inequity and oppression. Deeper iceberg layers invite taking action to address those root
causes. Changing assumptions, beliefs, and values in people’s mental models is challenging, yet
foundational to decolonizing pedagogies and teaching practices. In MSD, Lead Learners and the
Leadership Team have successfully used the systems thinking iceberg to grapple with complex school
and district problems. A CSL tool, the iceberg will build capacity in compassionate skills for community
partners and the WG in Stage 1 of the ST4SC plan, identify what lies below the symptoms of the PoP,
and also track progress in tackling root causes as part of the monitoring and evaluation process.
Step 4: Delve into Intended and Unintended Consequences
Looking for intended and unintended consequences comprises the fourth component of the
evaluation plan. This step entails not only examining impacts of the change plan in the short and long
term, but looking deeply to learn from information gleaned from checking progress. MSD community
partners led by the WG and Leadership team will listen for stories of success along the change journey,
and also note what is not working, and what needs to be refined. The monitoring plan can build on
positive intended outcomes and address unintended and surprising transformations.
Step 5: Commit to Continuous Learning
Finally, the ST4SC monitoring and evaluation model posits maintaining a commitment to
continuous learning—learning from both success and failure. This represents a learning stance founded
on the long term commitment to change. MSD will use this aspect of the evaluation plan to continually
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engage and reengage partners from the community over the plan’s duration, and use formative
feedback to refine the systems analysis and theory of change over time.
In all, these ST4SC concepts offer grounded wisdom, hope, and strategies to avoid unintended
consequences. A strong monitoring and evaluation foundation is also laid for integrating value creation.
Value Creation Narratives for Monitoring and Evaluation: Making Progress Visible
The work of Wenger et al. (2011) undergirds decolonial accountability in the MSD monitoring
and implementation plan through a decentred structure for checking progress and assessing change
impact. Value creation refers to the intrinsic and observable value of working as a community network
for social learning and creating meaning through story. Creating knowledge together, learning from one
another, sharing ideas and perspectives, collectively facing challenges, and nurturing change is mapped
and documented through value creation narratives in a series of five cycles (Wenger et al., 2011). This
supports relational accountability in monitoring change progress, adds actionable steps to Stroh’s
system thinking approach, and provides five concrete layers of iterative value creation cycles.
Meaningful indicators of change are developed by the WG, Leadership Team, and Lead Learner and are
chosen by the community. Value creation offers a relational approach to tell the story of transformation.
The community learns in value creation cycles which aspects of the change plan work, what does not,
and what needs to adapt or be created. Self and collective reflection tools are used in each of the five
cycles to process the experience of change for community and document the journey of
transformational social learning. Value creation is an intentional process of gathering and documenting
data, and also functions as a community-building and change-making endeavour. At every stage,
community is central. Most importantly, this social learning process is for the participants in the change,
while the evidence also serves to inform and make account to other audiences (Wenger et al., 2011).
Five Cycles of Value Creation
The first value creation cycle is immediate action. In this cycle, activities and interactions such as
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networking, building community, and hearing diverse perspectives of the group have value in and of
themselves and also inform feedback and assessment. A key value creation question posed to
individuals and community partners is “What happened and what was my experience of it?” Participants
tell these stories informally as the community forms. Second is the cycle of potential value and
knowledge capital. As the MSD community and network grow together with the purpose of
decolonization, equity, and well-being at the fore, knowledge in the form of human capital, social
capital, reputational capital, and learning capital is created. Relationships and trust grow, new ideas are
brought forward, and collaboration for a common goal builds. The focus question for this cycle is “What
has all this activity produced?” The third cycle is about applied value and changes in practice. This is the
heart of the work where knowledge capital is leveraged for innovation, and changes in action and
approach. In MSD, this value creation focus question centres on decolonizing pedagogies with educators
and students learning together. Cycle four is about realized value and performance improvement: “How
are these changes making a difference?”. Stories of the effect and impact of change in pedagogical
practice are told with focus on how these changes in practice are achieving what matters to individuals
and the collective community. The fifth cycle examines stories of reframing value and redefining success.
Criteria for success are examined. Goals, strategies, and values can be redefined in this reflective cycle:
Collective and individual reframing of key issues can occur as narratives are told, heard, and mapped
(Wenger et al., 2011). This MSD question is posed: “Is our vision for success the same or has it
changed?”. Some value creation stories will offer a qualitative means of participatory rapid appraisal
(PRA) as part of the overall monitoring and evaluation plan (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016).
A draft value creation story framework shown in Appendix P is responsive to the MSD PoP and change
plan. The five value creation cycles and focus questions are outlined and provide the WG and Leadership
Team with a starting place to consider monitoring and evaluation. This plan will be taken to focus groups
and community partners for their input, collaboratively adjusted, and adopted accordingly.
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Spiral of Inquiry: Monitoring and Deepening Professional Learning Networks
Well-known by teachers and leaders in Mountain School District and in BC, the Spiral of Inquiry
provides a thoughtful and evidence-informed tool for transforming practice and monitoring change
(Timperley et al., 2014). The Spiral has been used for decades in MSD teacher collaborative inquiry
networks (Network of Inquiry and Indigenous Education, n.d.). In 2016, a team of MSD teachers and the
Lead Learner co-created an inquiry-based Teacher Professional Growth framework based on the model.
It also guides annual MSD School Growth plans and district plans. As a result, educator familiarity with
this monitoring and evaluation tool will assist with communication during the change plan. Moreover,
the Spiral acts as a decolonizing structure. Rather than top-down, it holds space for curiousity, embraces
diverse perspectives and voices, and embeds learning and unlearning. In the professional learning
network inquiry process, the Spiral will deepen collaboration and participatory action in partnership
with Indigenous Elders and community, parents, and students. Finally, to address the complex problems
in the PoP and OIP, the Spiral framework sustains a slow and deep process for system success.
During Stage 3 of the ST4SC plan, the Spiral of Inquiry will be used to guide teachers and school
leaders to monitor and evaluate the prototyped professional learning communities. Each of the six
phases of the Spiral seen in Appendix F are recursive. Rather than a linear progression of steps, inquiry is
emergent and responsive to community in accordance with CAS, adaptive leadership (Heifetz, et al.,
2009; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009), FPPL, and Indigenous worldviews and perspectives (BC Ministry of
Education & FNESC, 2008; BC Ministry of Education, 2015). Using its six phases, teachers and school
leaders will use the Spiral to scan student learning data and evidence; consider pedagogical areas in
which to focus; develop a hunch and contemplate how the system may contribute to the problem of
inequity and coloniality; examine areas for new learning; take action by prototyping decolonial and
culturally responsive pedagogies; and check for progress and impact. The Spiral process allows for indepth monitoring and evaluation through the checking phase. In addition, iterative spirals foster
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scanning for new evidence and data in repeated cycles of inquiry. The inquiry cycle supports re-focusing
and developing new hunches as PLNs inquire into how MSD praxes and structures may lead to the
problem, identify new learning, take new action, and so on. Successfully used in BC to inquire into and
improve success for Indigenous and non-Indigenous learners, the Spiral, like value creation stories and
systems thinking also functions as a decolonial change-making tool for deeper learning and systemness.
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework formed by Stories of Success, Value, Community
Together, the Spiral of Inquiry, value creation stories, and Systems Thinking for Social Change
offer rich and deep conceptualizations of internal accountability. In these three monitoring and
evaluation frameworks, power and privilege are decentred. Diverse perspectives are nurtured.
Accountability is relational, reciprocal, and respectful. As seen in the preliminary MSD monitoring and
evaluation framework shown in Appendix N, decolonial changes in pedagogical practice and structure
will be continually recalibrated, renegotiated, and redefined by all partners in community.
In closing, this monitoring and evaluation framework promotes purpose and well-being for
community. In this change dimension, as in the implementation plan and the plan for communication,
community is at the centre. People are supported by being seen and heard, are empowered, have
agency, and belong to a community focused on a purpose that matters. Sustainable long term anticolonial change is foregrounded through thoughtful monitoring and evaluation structures.
The Plan for Communication Through Relationality, Respect, and Reciprocity
Three principles of Indigenous ways of knowing are integral to creating an equitable and
decolonizing communication plan in this OIP: relationality, respect, and reciprocity (Smith et al., 2019;
Wolf, et al., 2019). Seemingly simple, these principles are complex in practice. Indigenous Knowledges
lie below the surface, deeply embedded in Land, culture, and language (Battiste, 2002; Williams, 2018).
Cultivating relational partnerships respectfully and reciprocally and deeply with community takes time,
trust, and patience. Yet the work is critical. It subverts colonial communication models.
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My role as a Lead Learner through the change process is to ensure that these core principles
undergird formal and informal communication, to lead by example, and to use my gifts in service to
community. Working in a decolonial manner is part of my leadership growth and experience, and yet
this communication and system change plan demands I explore new territory and continue to unlearn
colonial ways of being. Leading change for social justice is “not just alternative thinking, but alternative
thinking about alternatives” (Andreotti, et al., 2018, p. 11). For many years, I served as the Director of
Communications in MSD creating key messages; rebranding the district logo and tagline; visioning and
creating MSD’s website; writing brochure copy, creating a video gallery of pedagogical innovation;
writing regular reports for the Board and public; and serving as the media contact. In addition, my
communication role entailed leading meetings with staff and partner organizations and drafting the fiveyear Strategic Plan after consultation with all community partners. The Strategic Plan is monitored
annually in a communication process I co-lead along with the Leadership Team. Strategic goal data and
progress is reported to the public and the Ministry. My Lead Learner communication experience has
relied on consultation with staff and partners, as even a decade ago, I envisioned the need to shift from
hierarchical control. However, deep collaboration with community embedding the core principles of
relationality, respect, and reciprocity requires unlearning old habits and relearning new skills. I am the
product of a colonial education system. I have relearning to do. And I am a fervent learner.
The MSD OIP cultivates a rich, interconnected communication system for equity and structural
change. Partners in change include students, parents, Indigenous community, Elders, and staff. Voices
which have been silenced or absent in the past are authentically centred in the communication plan.
Through the ST4SC process, community partners are empowered to speak, listen, and be heard in
forums, focus groups, and gatherings. All partners hold decision-making power on the WG. Authentic
collaborator involvement nurtures relationality, respect, and reciprocity and decentres power (Wolf et
al., 2019). Relationality is further cultivated by ensuring ethical Indigenous Protocols of self-location and
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self-in-relation: locating one’s position, relationship with place, and identifying the people with whom
one belongs (Brunette-Debassige, 2021). In my experience with the Indigenous Education Council and
2020-2021 Equity Scan conversations with Indigenous families and students, I learned the importance of
self-in-relation and slowing down for decolonization through deep listening (Daly, 2015).
Finally, the plan for communication in this OIP mirrors the critical role that MSD plays in
reconciliation. Educational institutions hold responsibility for naming the impact of colonization and
oppression on Indigenous Peoples, Black, and racialized people, and addressing explicit and implicit
racism in colonial structures and practices (Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021; Smith et al., 2019). Decolonial
communication forges the shared path towards reconciliation. In this way, MSD’s communication
process demonstrates responsibility through relationality, mutual respect, and reciprocity, liberating the
system for equity and well-being (Battiste & Henderson, 2009). It will be my role to lead change with
community partners ensuring that the equity framework and communication founded on these core
decolonizing principles are upheld.
The Interconnected Communication System
Throughout the change process, a multi-layered and equitable plan for communication is coconstructed, critiqued, and nurtured with all partners in community. This relational and systemic
approach to communication is supported by complex adaptive systems (CAS), MSD’s theoretical
framework. Decolonial and adaptive leadership lenses likewise promote a collaborative method for
communicating the plan for change. Partners are at the core of change rather than the periphery. This
means community partners authentically share from their unique perspectives and articulate and inform
the journey away from colonial pedagogies and towards decolonizing and anti-colonial practices.
Likewise, partner groups interact in diverse modes that resonate for their community. Driven by partner
needs, this shared communication model interrogates, promotes, and grows the desire for change
throughout change. Critical and Indigenous epistemologies are foregrounded in the ST4SC model which
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embeds participatory partnership with community. All these factors cradle communication. Together
they form an interconnected, relational, and decolonial approach to communication (see Appendix Q).
In sum, how the need for change is communicated, how issues are framed, how knowledge is mobilized,
and how the pathways of change are grown, realize the collective MSD community vision.
Shared Responsibility for Building Awareness of the Need for Change
Inherent in the communication plan for change is shared responsibility amongst all partners. The
community builds collective awareness of the need for systemic decolonization leading to equity and
well-being for all learners. This communication goal is achieved through three main pillars:
1. The Systems Thinking for Social Change (ST4SC) model powerfully anchors shared vision and
builds communication skill capacity through Compassionate Systems Awareness.
2. Community partners are deeply involved and empowered throughout the change process.
3. MSD’s collaborative and networked learning culture provides a solid foundation for strong and
connected communication.
Yet, despite this strong base, intentionally designed and purposeful communication about the need for
change using all three pillars for shared responsibility is critical to an effective communication plan.
Pillar 1: The ST4SC Model—Catalyst for Communication and Change Awareness
The ST4SC model integrates community awareness of the need for change in each of its four
stages. It intentionally nurtures interpersonal and personal communication skills. Stage 1 of the change
model focuses on creating a foundation for readiness through key communication actions. The role of
the WG is mapped in this first stage which also distributes leadership and responsibility amongst all
partners. Community gatherings and the plan for communication are similarly co-constructed with all
partners through authentic involvement in the WG.
In the process, skill development in listening, speaking, and holding space for dissensus fosters
relational trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Capper, 2019). To this end, the ST4SC cultivates a generative
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social field through learning personal mastery tools and Compassionate Systems Awareness archetypes
(Boell & Senge, 2017; Center for Systems Awareness, n.d.). CSA skills then empower the community to
create change together. A conceptual model of the CSA three-legged stool is shown in Appendix L. In the
model, personal mastery and shared vision; mental models and team learning; and systems thinking and
sensing form three interconnected parts. All three legs of the stool are essential in communication and
synergistically build compassionate capabilities through a focus on self-awareness and personal
mastery; learning respectful interpersonal communication skills; and using systems thinking mindsets to
understand issues and concerns. Personal and interpersonal CSA capacity-building cultivates shared
vision amongst community networks, while forums, gatherings, and meetings further this aim.
Developing a compassionate and supportive system is an intensive yet necessary step for system
success. It grows social capital correlated with successful educational change (Daly, 2015).
Pillar 2: Involvement and Empowerment of Community in Communication
Shared responsibility for communication is also built through involvement and empowerment of
the community in the ST4SC implementation plan which was outlined in Figure 5. Diverse community
perspectives inform why to change and what to change. While Stage 1 develops how individuals and
partner groups show up and communicate (Cook, et al., 2021), the second stage defines a collective
awareness of the need for change. Facing current reality through MSD data and evidence shared in
community forums, focus groups, and partner sessions informs the community, produces creative
tension, and galvanizes energy and momentum towards shared vision (Senge, 2006). Stage 3 of the
model similarly garners commitment for change through shared decision-making and collective power.
In this third stage, partners are vitally involved in the work of the PLNs as they hear from volunteer
educators at the heart of changing praxes. As a result, the systems thinking change plan mobilizes the
community’s awareness of the need for transformation and articulates their collective commitment.
Systems thinking tools provide common language for understanding the complexity of the
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system and potential system solutions as the systems iceberg and three-legged stool show. However,
collective ownership, capacity building, and common systems archetypes do not guarantee easy
communication or predetermine the path of change (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). Rather, living with
uncertainty, and maintaining an inclusive and adaptive learning stance is foundational to a brave
community ecosystem that invites both dissensus and trust (Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2014). Learning and
unlearning about colonial and decolonizing approaches as an MSD community, and reflecting on
strategies to enhance, alter, or dismantle, gives all learning partners powerful voice (Lopez, 2020).
Pillar 3: Leveraging the Strength of MSD’s Existing Collaborative and Networked Culture
The final pillar for strong and connected communication rests on the foundation of collaborative
culture in MSD. The district and its schools have a solid track record in working with parents and staff in
important change initiatives over time. Parents, students, and educators collectively made changes in
communicating and reporting student learning from letter grades towards proficiency scales based on
curricular competencies as part of the K-9 Reporting Pilot (BC Ministry of Education, 2019). An inclusive
education model for learners with diverse abilities and disabilities has collaboratively shifted over the
past decade with educators and parents keeping learners at the centre of change. Likewise,
relationships with the Indigenous Education Council, local Indigenous Elders, teacher and support staff
unions, and the wider community respectfully focus on shared aims for learners. Amongst educators,
professional learning networks have proved effective catalysts to improve teaching and learning practice
and collaboratively challenge the status quo. Indeed, cultivating connections with community is one of
MSD’s three Strategic Plan goals.
However, despite the strength of these three pillars, changes proposed in this OIP require
respectful and relational communication throughout the change process. Framing communication,
choosing key messages, and knowledge mobilization form the final communication plan elements.
Essential in the plan for communication is that decolonizing structures and processes are foregrounded.
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Framing: Decolonial Approaches to Communication for Equity and Well-being
Words, images, phrases, and presentation styles are foundations for framing communication,
particularly important in framing inequity in education systems (Eng, 2016). Communication framing is
commonly used to build support for an issue, use key ideas to reduce message complexity, and shape a
communication narrative (Eng, 2016). Systems change for equity is most effective when driven and
framed by community partnership (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Griffiths et al., 2021; Wolf et al., 2019).
In MSD, where the goal is equity-based transformation, communication framing centres around
three aims: decolonization, equity, and well-being. These words have become common in education
over the past decades, yet inequity persists, decolonization is distant, and well-being suffers as a result
(Fullan, 2021; Harris & Jones, 2020; Mansfield & Jean-Marie, 2015). Calling out power as the root cause
of inequity is critical (Wolf et al., 2019). Yet, this is challenging to do in practice since dismantling
coloniality can be seen as a threat to those who currently hold power and privilege (Battiste, 2013;
Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021). “Messages that trigger dissonance will unlikely move people” (Eng, 2016, p.
269), so considering the values of the intended audience in communication framing is important.
Thoughtful, respectful, yet brave communication framing realized by working closely with community
and considering their diverse perspectives, can support the shared vision for change in MSD.
Framing Key Messages for Change
In considering how to frame change in this OIP, I hearken to successful framing that the MSD
Leadership Team and Lead Learners used in a recent SOGI policy change consultation process which also
focused on equity and well-being for all learners and staff. Like the OIP, change involved disrupting
existing inequitable power structures and recentring power—in this case with the LGBTQ2+ community
and allies. Key to successful communication framing was messaging around inclusion and equity.
Leaning on Human Rights legislation and BC Ministry of Education requirements for equitable SOGI
policy was also critical, as this provided the ‘why’ for those less enthusiastic about the need to change
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existing oppressive school district policy. Representation of all community members on the SOGI Policy
Committee was also essential and partner groups chose their own representatives. These community
partner groups are the same as shown in Appendix Q , with the addition of SOGI subject matter experts
invited to advise the Committee. Like the stages in Stroh’s ST4SC model, the Leadership Team framed
the SOGI policy review work by building communication skill capacity. Space for dissensus was held;
small groups were tasked with authentic change work; all voices were heard (Capper, 2019; Smith et al.,
2019). Feedback from all members of the community was recorded in digital artifacts, synthesized, and
reviewed for accuracy by the entire SOGI Policy Committee. Members of the committee communicated
progress with their constituent organizations for further inclusive feedback and input. Storytelling by
members of the LGBTQ2++ community intentionally framed meetings and conversations which resulted
in thoughtful and reflective learning and unlearning (Dutta, 2015). Overwhelmingly, though the process
was intensive and deep, the Committee felt strongly that they had done good work in the service of
student and staff equity and well-being. This story gives hope that communication framed in partnership
with community creates a decolonizing, respectful, and relational space (Barlo et al., 2021).
The narrative of this past MSD framing experience corresponds with communication research
and informs the messaging approach for the communication plan. Messages must be congruent with
community values and use multiple framing approaches (Eng, 2016). ‘Equity and well-being for all’, and
‘decolonization for equity’ are frames which will resonate with most partner groups. Using the same key
message with slight variations is another useful framing method: ‘Equity and well-being matter’ may
appeal to partners less comfortable with directly confronting racism, but with values consonant with
equity and well-being goals. Eng (2016) notes that education communication linked to larger systemic
values is strategic rather than a focus on solely local issues. In this way, connecting MSD’s change plan
with the TRC Calls to Action, UNDRIP, and reconciliation offer a wider lens that strengthens the frame
(Wolf et al., 2019). Finally an explanatory metaphor will be used as this provides a powerful

103
communication tool (Wolf et al., 2019). In all, framing with respect and with thoughtful consideration of
the community’s values and of the goals of the change plan will support inclusive change.
The Knowledge Mobilization Plan
Knowledge mobilization (KMb) can be viewed through the lenses of systems thinking (Haynes et
al., 2020), and educational change networks (Campbell et al., 2017). Thoughtful attention to key
components of KMb underpin successful social change. Both systems thinking and collaborative
networks offer pertinent frames to design the KMb plan in MSD: The ST4SC plan proposes using not only
systems thinking to grapple with the complexity of the PoP, but also employs several critical network
structures and processes to realize the change plan. One of the foundational premises of KMb is the use
of evidence-based knowledge to inform system processes and structures—moving what works based on
research into practice (Peterson, 2016). Carefully co-constructed KMb can engage community partners
in the four stages of the ST4SC plan, and mobilize evidence-informed practice in the creation of
professional learning networks for decolonization, equity, and well-being (Katz & Earl, 2010; RincónGallardo & Fullan, 2016). As a result, I advance a KMb plan for MSD in Appendix R that is based on key
principles identified in the systems thinking and network knowledge mobilization research.
Campbell et al. (2017) found that KMb alignment between network structures and network
processes is critical for effective educational change. The authors identified that successful
transformation relies on networking strategies or processes including relationship building, network
creation and expansion, and disseminating knowledge products. These elements are components of the
MSD knowledge mobilization plan. Campbell and colleagues also found that successful network
structures include organizational goals aligned with government policies and priorities. BC Ministry of
Education policies and priorities, and MSD’s Strategic Plan align with equity, well-being and
decolonization, core goals in the MSD knowledge mobilization plan. Productive KMb also includes key
people and organizations, establishes formal roles (individual or collective), and formal communication
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structures (Campbell et al., 2017). As the Knowledge Mobilization Plan in Appendix R elaborates, these
components likewise underpin structures and processes for MSD.
Finally, knowledge mobilization networks that cultivate trust, ownership, and agency in
decision-making, and which embed collaborative co-creative processes result in greater success
(Campbell, et al., 2017). Core to the MSD change plan and KMb plan, are participatory action, deep
community involvement, and co-creation of change through shared vision, plans for action, and
monitoring and evaluation of change progress. Change effectiveness is enhanced when partners are
valued, appreciated, and given credit, as this increases participation in KMb networks (Campbell et al.,
2017). Similarly, incentives such as release time, coaching, mentoring, and access to resources
incentivize network participants. Yet fundamental to effective network KMb is creating a culture of
learning, experimentation, and trust (Brown et al., 2016; Daly & Stoll, 2018; Daly, 2010). The quality of
networks and of knowledge mobilization need frequency and quality of relationships and social ties to
be effective (Daly, 2010). With years of experience leading and co-creating networks founded on
relational trust, I am committed to KMb grounded in community, respect, and relationality.
Communicating Significant Milestones, Measures, Messages: A Decolonial Pathway
How knowledge is shared and communicated in complex adaptive systems has moved from a
linear to multi-dimensional process (Haynes et al., 2020). Participation of community in educational
research, change, and communication with the aims of equity, inclusion, and decolonization has become
more common (Dedding et al., 2021; Kovach, 2009; Nelson et al., 1998). Yet, despite the promise of
liberatory social change, communication predicated on decolonization requires intentionality (Dutta,
2015). Dutta (2015) critiques the trend in the 1980s and 1990s that participation and empowerment
became tools for marketing and messaging. Communication strategies subverted social change and recast coloniality in new clothes using words like listening, dialogue, empowerment, and participation to
enact neoliberal agendas (Dutta, 2015). Instead, Dutta argues for a culturally centred approach to

105
communication, centring community in “listening, participation, and co-conversation” (p. 141).
As a result, I am cognizant of these tensions in drafting a design for communicating through the
change process. Consciously framing pathways to change, establishing milestones, determining how and
what to communicate, and deciding who communicates key messages are important considerations in
the MSD communication plan. Yet while, this Organizational Improvement Plan aims for decolonizing
communication, the potential to replicate coloniality in new structures also exists. This is pertinent, as
not only I, but the majority of MSD’s Leadership Team, educators, Board of Education, students, and
parents are white settlers—most of us products of a colonial education system. With these caveats, the
preliminary communication plan in Appendix S identifies communication milestones, how to
communicate, who will communicate, and key communication messages. Also critical to counteract
coloniality is that in the change process, the plan for communication must be co-constructed.
Importantly, the voices of all partners in the MSD community and the Working Group, must be engaged
in listening, participation, and co-conversation to consider, critique, and revise this preliminary multidimensional communication plan, or create a decolonized plan for communication anew.
Connecting Decolonizing Communication to Equity and Well-being
In conclusion, viewing communication through a critical lens where settler colonial power and
privilege are interrogated and dismantled, and equity-oriented practices are intentionally fostered, will
deepen ownership of change by all educators and community partners. This moves MSD closer towards
what Patel (2016) terms “answerability”. Listening, speaking, and written communication must be
answerable to the MSD educational community, its partners, and the public. Open and transparent
communication serves as a medium for trust and is an alternative to the alternatives (Andreotti et al.,
2018). This cultivates a brave space for dissent and divergent viewpoints: clarifying miscommunication
and navigating the turbulence of emotional, interpersonal, and relational seas can strengthen
relationship and cultivate collaborative agency (Arao & Clemens, 2013; Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2014).
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Furthermore, ensuring that communication structures and strategies foster decolonization will
help achieve equity and well-being, key goals of this plan for system change. A decolonizing
approach to communication cultivates a relational space where partner representatives have voice and
agency in change planning and sense-making (Daly, 2015; Goodchild, 2021; Liu, 2017). Embedding and
valuing narrative, story, and conversation in interpersonal, intrapersonal, and group communication
likewise provide decolonizing lenses (Archibald & Hare, 2017; Battiste, 2013; Hare, 2012). Inclusive, clear
and transparent pathways for communication inform plans for change, and also support partner
representatives to connect with their constituent community members to review change progress and
milestones (Johansson & Heide, 2008). Finally, decolonizing communication throughout the systems
thinking change plan is congruent with the other decolonial elements of this organizational
transformation plan, thus acting to strengthen system coherence for equity and well-being.
Chapter 3 Summary
It is evident in this final chapter that thoughtfully decolonized structures and praxes that are cocreated with community can be grown to achieve the three goals of the OIP. Decolonization of
pedagogical and leadership practices and structures are outlined in the ST4SC Change Implementation
Plan, in three anti-colonial Monitoring and Evaluation frameworks, and in a Communication Plan that
foregrounds relationality, compassion, and care. This paper began by posing the need for system
change, and the global, provincial, and local groundswell of forces which are rising to address systemic
inequities and oppression. Inequity, coloniality, and ill-being were surfaced in the PoP. Importantly, the
plans for change, monitoring and evaluation, and communication developed in Chapter 3 integrate
coherence and systemness, whereby all members of the MSD learning community are engaged and
vitally involved in transformation (Fullan, 2021). Change actions proposed in this final chapter therefore
address the aims for pivotal system change aims posited in the MSD PoP and illuminate a collective and
compassionate journey of transforming together for equity, well-being, and decolonization.
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Next Steps and Future Considerations
Change is needed. Change provides opportunity. Change is messy. And system change is not
linear, as seen in the S-Curve of Organic Growth in Appendix O. Lewis (2019) proposes that people see
themselves and their roles differently during change, affording opportunity for MSD leaders and
community partners to help people navigate the social and psychological processes of change. There is
need for the MSD Lead Learner and Leadership Team to be appreciative and supportive of the complex
issues that staff and community partners will grapple with during transformation. Initial Stage 1 work in
the change plan builds capacity in Compassionate Systems Leadership to support relationality and cocreate a generative social field. Revisiting and deepening these relationship-building and intrapersonal
skills throughout the change process will help support the community in its important journey towards
equity, well-being, and decolonization. CSL also offers systems thinking archetypes that will help people
understand the complexity of system structures and patterns. Tools such as the systems thinking iceberg
and three-legged stool can support staff, community, and partners to navigate towards personal
changes in habits, behaviours, and beliefs as they reimagine complex problems and possibilize collective
solutions. Having shared CSL language and systems thinking skills will strengthen collaboration and
sense-making for each partner network and for the MSD learning community as a whole.
Future Considerations: Learning is a Lifelong Journey
Several future considerations arise. First, the process of learning, unlearning, and relearning so
key to this paper and organizational change plan is recursive. Reconciliation is a journey all schools and
districts in Canada are undertaking with good hearts. Likewise, deepening pedagogical practice is
continuous. MSD will persist on the path to powerful teaching and learning. The school district will be
stronger because of this plan for change, and yet there is much still to be done. The same is true for me
as a leader. A Sinixt Elder who I have worked alongside for decades said to me at a recent gathering on
the Land, “You’ve come a long way, Terry. And there is a lot more learning for you to do.”
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So true. Learning, unlearning, and relearning, is a lifelong path.
In this regard, fluidity, agility, and responsiveness will remain at the core of this complex
adaptive system which is Mountain School District. A district culture infused with trust, relationality, and
compassion for one another is a foundation that will be strengthened through this process of change.
The framework of the OIP will leave a legacy and lay groundwork for more good work to come.
Pragmatically, just as this change plan comes into being, other major system change structures will need
to be reviewed and realigned with this decolonial transformation. The five-year District Strategic Plan
will need to be revisited, School Growth Plans updated, and the Mental Health Framework revised—all
to ensure that decolonization, equity, and well-being are foregrounded. Also, although the solution
chosen in the final change plan focuses on transforming pedagogies, digging deeper into dismantling
additional colonial educational structures will be important for furthering equity and well-being.
A final consideration is the ever-changing critical discourse. How best to dismantle coloniality,
engage in decolonization, and pursue equity and flourishing? Terms used in this paper may become
problematic or critiqued as coloniality is further interrogated, and the path to equity revisioned.
Decolonization, a common aim for decades, is fading in some scholarly research; the term reconciliation
or resurgence favoured instead (Simpson, 2016). Equity likewise is a potentially problematic goal for
educational change. Yet the need to continually name, own, face, and sustain an anti-colonial stance for
the well-being of children, youth, and society remains (Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021). As educators, it is our
task to be critically engaged in emerging research and thought, and to seek continued renewal and
interrogation of pedagogical praxes and educational structures for equitable success for all learners.
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Narrative Epilogue: Love, Hope, and Much Flourishing Awaits
Navigating towards significant and sustainable educational change is not for the faint of heart.
Obstacles and challenges will beset those who yearn for equity, decolonization, and well-being.
Oppressive forces in a colonial system have carved deep into educational praxes and structures.
Nevertheless, the path is becoming clearer at this pivotal time in education. More and more
wayfinders seek an island in the distance that will, with the efforts of those called to be teachers and
leaders in this complex and compassionate educational system, become the mainland. Equity,
decolonization, and well-being are not far off—those destinations are the “next now” (Paris, 2021).
The courage to call out coloniality, dismantle its shackles, and liberate schooling lies within all of
us. This is the essence of systemness—all of us are the interconnected system and we each lead from
where we are (Fullan, 2021; Maturana, et al., 1974; Senge, 2020). Find the daring to learn, unlearn,
relearn, and learn anew. It is time, dear friends, to pick our paddles, and with joy and passion, paddle
our canoes as we call the island to us. Transforming together, we can do this!
Love, hope, and much flourishing awaits all …
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Appendix A
Transforming Together: Coherent Frameworks for Equity, Well-being, Decolonization
This image illustrates how leadership lenses and positionality are woven throughout the paper
and integrate diverse decolonizing and equity-based frameworks to coherently cradle plans and hopes
for the PoP. These seven frameworks are intentionally entwined, and together guide transformation to
address core issues in the leadership Problem of Practice.
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Appendix B
A Conceptual Framework for Change
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Appendix C
Three Gap Analysis Tools: Framing a Vision for Change

Note. Adapted from Fullan & Quinn, 2016; Lopez & Jean-Marie, 2021; Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015.
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Appendix D
MSD Gap Analysis: Coherence Assessment

Note. Adapted from Fullan & Quinn, 2016.
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Appendix E
MSD Gap Analysis: Creative Tension Model

Note. Adapted from Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015.
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Appendix F
Spiral of Inquiry
The Spiral of Inquiry is a well-known inquiry framework in BC and around the globe. This model
for professional inquiry into practice was researched and developed by Timperley, et al. (2014) and has
been refined by Judy Halbert and Linda Kaser through their Network of Inquiry and Indigenous
Education (Network of Inquiry and Indigenous Education, n.d.). MSD uses the Spiral for teacher
professional learning, as the foundation for School Growth Plans, and as a Framework for Teacher
Professional Growth. In the OIP, the Spiral of Inquiry is used both as a change readiness tool and a
decolonial approach to monitoring and evaluation.

Note. From Network of Inquiry and Indigenous Education (n.d). Image used by permission.
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Appendix G
Dimensions of Critically Oriented Epistemologies Related to MSD Problem of Practice

Note. Adapted from Capper, 2019.
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Appendix H
Gap Analysis Summary
Coherence Assessment Results: Gap Areas to Strengthen (Adapted from Fullan & Quinn, 2016)

Creative Tension Results: Gaps and Desired Goals (Adapted from Senge, 2006; Stroh, 2015)
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Appendix I
An Ethical Leadership Framework for Working Together in a Good Way

Note. Adapted from University of Calgary, 2019.
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Appendix J
An Analysis of Three Potential Solutions for Change
Potential Solutions

Solution 1:
What needs to
change?

Create greater
system coherence
through key
internal
accountabilities

What new goals or priorities, new policies,
practices, organizational or culture change are
needed?
• Use Fullan & Quinn’s (2016) coherence
framework and MSD coherence assessment
gap analysis to correlate areas for change as
follows:
Fostering Direction Dimension

Consideration of implications

Required resources (time,
human, fiscal, information,
technology)
• Fullan and Quinn (2026) note
• Given the complexity of
focus needs to be on all four
this solution, is this a fiveCoherence Framework quadrants
or ten-year plan rather
rather than only one area. As a
than shorter term?
result, the model proposes
• Could be scoped out as a
working across all four
five-year strategic plan
dimensions in iterative change
• Review district strategic plan and school
with annual progress
cycles.
plans to ensure diverse and culturally
monitoring and goal
responsive measures of success are in place • This is therefore a complex
setting
as well as required provincial metrics
system-wide change and reform • Human resources to
(literacy, numeracy and graduation rates)
plan
accomplish this change are
• Communication plan for school and district • Attends to available data and
significant in a small rural
goals and strategies
evidence but may not connect to
school district
culturally
responsive
measures
of
• Shared vision for change known by all
• Important to consider
success which are not yet
impact of the COVID
• Structures in place for listening and learning
developed
pandemic on staff, student
from one another throughout district
• This solution may address the
and parent well-being and
• Structures for regular ongoing discourse
“why” of compelling moral
whether the energy
about student achievement with evidence of
purpose:
to
change
life
chances
needed for this type of
learning, gaps and areas for growth shared
for all learners (lack of shared
long-term deep work
at school staff meetings, district
vision for change may be the
would be better placed at
committees, Indigenous Ed Council and
reason
for
slow
progress
or
lack
a more stable time/
Board
of system change success in the
Deepening Learning Dimension
past)
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• Identify, clearly communicate, and embed
• Builds on current strengths
evidence-informed pedagogies across all
rather than starting from nothing
schools
(Hargreaves, 2007)
• Ensure adult and student learning are
symmetrical (Watkins, et al., 2018):
• Ensure all professional learning networks
use evidence-informed pedagogies
• Build capacity in teachers and school leaders
to focus on deep learning structures (Fullan
et al., 2018; Quinn et al., 2020)
• Clear goals for learning used for student
self-regulated learning (Butler et al., 2017;
Cherkowski & Schnellert, 2018)
• Communication (website, films, brochures) on
district pedagogical practices
• Capacity building w teachers and PVPs in using
student work to assess impact and focus
teaching (Hattie, 2008)
Securing Accountability Dimension
• Regular use of diverse forms of data and
evidence frame formal and informal dialogue at
all layers of system (Daly, 2010; Park et al.,
2013; Schildkamp et al., 2019; Snow et al.,
2021)
• Increased communication using district plan for
learning website, school websites, school
newsletters to share data and celebrate
improvement
• Use story and narrative to increase
transparency in the change process and engage
community
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Solution 2:
What needs to
change?
Decolonize key
school and district
structures for
empowerment and
engagement
including increased
agency and voice
for students and
Indigenous partner
groups, policies,
and procedures

What new goals and priorities, new policies,
practices, organizational or culture change?

Consideration of implications

Required resources (time,
human, fiscal, information,
technology)
• With representatives from all partners, form a • This complex adaptive solution
• Collaboration takes more
working group to co-lead a process of
implies a messy and emergent
time than top-down
decolonizing structures in classrooms, schools,
process (Mason, 2008; Uhl-Bien
decision-making, making
and district (Lopez, 2020)
& Arena, 2017) rather than a
this process one that may
linear one
take a couple of years to
• Establish structure for the work and foster
work through
capacity-building for shared leadership and
• Although there is an outline
collaborative synergy as a collective whole
based on systems thinking for
• Human compassion, caring
(Fullan, 2020; Julien et al., 2010)
social change in this solution, the
and respect are vital
actual
solutions
are
not
known
resources to support
• Co-create a shared vision of why to change
• At a high level, collaboratively identify current • Strong need for a culture of trust • Providing food for
and collaboration amongst
committee work and
structures which support agency, voice and
partners with diverse
breaks to allow time for
engagement, and areas which need to change
perspectives
reflection and discussion
• Potential structures to decolonize to be
are critical
• In the past, student voice has
determined by the working group include:
often not been privileged to
• Processes for information
• Meetings with staff, parents, students,
inform
school
and
district
gathering, solution
committees, Indigenous Education Advisory,
structures which makes it
mapping, note making or
leadership team (How are they organized, led,
essential that students feel safe,
documentation, and
facilitated? Who is present and whose voice is
welcome
and
valued
wording in communication
absent? Whose voice is privileged and how
need to be artfully and
can this be changed? How are accountability, • Similar need to ensure a sense of
carefully co-created
vital belonging and trust is
follow up and action determined?)
important for Indigenous
• Physical space that affords
• Strategic planning process (How are partners
partners and parents
being able to be in circle as
including students engaged? How does
well in working areas with
•
Important
for
school
and
district
partner input inform goals? How are actions
small group spaces will
leaders to have high capacity in
and progress communicated? How does
help facilitate the culture
holding space for deep listening,
strategic planning enhance or inhibit
of trust and respect
encouraging
dissensus
and
decolonization?)
diverse perspectives and recast
• Investigate the story of change in currently
their power and privilege
decolonized structures: How have these
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Solution 3:
What needs to
change?

become places for voice, agency,
empowerment, and collective change? What
led to change? How is change sustained? What
barriers were overcome and remain?
• Investigate structures that currently inhibit
voice, agency and authentic collaboration:
What sustains the current situation? Who
wants change? What forces maintain status
quo?
• Establish a clear vision of the current reality
• Document and map what is working
(appreciative inquiry) and co-create an
aspiration for changed structures informed by
all partners: What do MSD decolonized
structures look like now, and what does the
MSD community seek to achieve?
• Collaboratively decide where to start: Which
structures may begin the process of
decolonization?
• Communicate clearly and succinctly with all
partners through the change process and
embed ongoing opportunities for dissensus
(Capper, 2019)
New goals or priorities, new policies, practices,
organizational or culture change

Consideration of implications

• With representatives from all partners, form a • Because students are essential
working group to co-lead a process of
partners to this process in
Embed decolonized
decolonizing praxes in classrooms, schools, and
helping decolonize and shape
key school and
district
their learning ecosystem, this
district learning
solution could involve disruption
• Ensure that all students have voice in helping
praxis including
and change for some teachers
to shape and decolonize their learning
culturally
who are not yet ready to change
ecosystem through generative social fields
responsive and
(Boell & Senge, 2017)

Required resources (time,
human, fiscal, information,
technology)
• Depending on the scope of
this solution, the time
required may vary from
short term to longer term
• May be possible to start
with a shorter time frame
and then grow more
decolonized praxes or
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sustainable
pedagogies and
assessment, critical
place-conscious
learning

• Highlight decolonial practice currently evident
and grow these shoots of change
• Establish structure for the decolonizing work
and foster capacity-building for shared
leadership and collaborative synergy as a
collective whole (Lopez, 2020)
• Co-create a shared vision of why to change
pedagogical practices and learning practices
(Rincón-Gallardo, 2019)
• At a high level, collaboratively identify current
learning practices which embrace decolonizing
perspectives, and those which need to change.
• Seek to understand the current reality – how it
came to be, what is working for learners and
what is not
• Potential key decolonized practices to include
• Culturally responsive pedagogies and
assessment practices (Mahuika et al., 2011)
• Indigenous language learning (Archibald &
Hare, 2017)
• Culturally sustainable practices (Paris, 2021)
• Critical place-conscious learning
(Gruenewald, 2003; Somerville, 2010)
• Land-based learning (Davidson & Davidson,
2018; Hare, 2012)
• Self-regulated learning (Butler et al., 2017)
• Communicating student learning
• Investigate the story of change in decolonized
practice evident across MSD: How have these
become places for voice, empowerment,
relevancy, deep learning, and sustainability?
What led to change? How is change sustained?
How has decolonized practice change spread?

more learners involved
• A phased approach starting with
organically
certain levels of students, or with
voluntary involvement by
• High levels of collaborative
teachers, or by finding diverse
professionalism
ways to engage teachers and
(Hargreaves & O’Connor,
students where all can be
2018) with educators is
involved at varying access points
needed as this solution
may be necessary (a UDL
goes to the heart of
approach – high ceiling; low
changing practice
floor)
• Research and strong
• Another phased approach is to
understanding of
begin with a focus on a particular
decolonial pedagogies is
pedagogy
needed which will require
learning leadership from
• This is a complex solution
formal and informal
without known answers which
leaders
will require adaptability and
flexibility (Pianesi, 2019;
• Costs for teacher release
Timperley et al., 2017)
time in professional
learning networks need to
• Inquiring into pedagogical
be factored into school
practice may be challenging for
and district budgets
all partners, so working through
a learning lens (how is this going
for learners) may be needed
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•

•
•

•
•

Which barriers were overcome, and which
remain?
Investigate practices that currently inhibit
success for all learners, equity, and well-being:
What sustains the current situation? Who
wants change? Who does not?
Establish a clear vision of the current reality
Document and map what is working
(appreciative inquiry) and co-create an
aspiration for changed teaching and learning
practices informed by all partners: What does
MSD decolonized pedagogical practice look like
now? and what does the MSD community seek
to achieve?
Collaboratively decide which practices may
deepen the process of decolonization: where to
begin.
Communicate clearly and succinctly with all
partners through the change process
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Appendix K
A Draft Framework for Equity, Decolonization, and Well-being

Note. Adapted from Abbotsford School District, (n.d.).
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Appendix L
The Compassionate Systems Leadership Three-Legged Stool

Note. Adapted from Center for Systems Awareness. n.d.
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Appendix M
Systems Thinking Iceberg to Address Root Causes in MSD PoP

Note. Adapted from Senge, 2006.
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Appendix N
Preliminary Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Decolonizing Pedagogical Praxes
Three Realistic Goals to
Monitor and Evaluate

Data Collection Methodology

Responsibilities for Monitoring
and Evaluation

Timeline

Co-create respect,
relationality, and reciprocity in
a generative social field with
all partners, in community

o Capacity-building workshops in
Compassionate Systems
Awareness, generative social
fields, and monitoring and
evaluation will generate
qualitative data and value
creation stories

o Working Group collects
observations, stories,
participation level data from
capacity-building workshops
held Fall 2022 – Fall 2023

Workshops in
o Fall 2022
o Spring 2022
o Fall 2023

o Focus groups with
representation from all
partners share value creation
stories to document
community change process

o Focus group meetings with
Working Group

o Participatory rapid appraisal
(PRA) of process of creating
and using equity framework
and decolonizing pedagogies

o Working Group collects PRA
data; shares back to
community

PRA data collected by
Working Group
o Early Fall 2022
PRA data shared with
community
o Late Fall 2022

o Narrative studies in changing
mental models (values, beliefs,
habits) held in community and
schools

o External consultant engaged to
listen to community partner
narratives of changed beliefs,
values, habits; draft
documentation for community
review

o Spiral of Inquiry frames PLNs
o Feedback from educators on
resources and supports
needed

o PLN team begin Spiral scanning
phase
o Leadership Team
responds/provides support as
needed

Consultant begins work
with partners
o Early Fall 2023
Draft consultant report
presented to WG, then
community
o Late Fall 2023
o Spring 2023

o Value creation narratives
demonstrate process of
changing practice and what
was easy and difficult

o Teachers together with
Leadership Team document
use Spiral checking stage and
draft value creation stories

Equity framework and key
decolonial pedagogies used to
guide decolonization work

Two classroom learning
environments committed to
prototyping culturally
responsive, liberating, and
sustaining pedagogies

o Case studies to document
progress of pedagogical
change

o Working Group examines
evidence from focus groups
and feeds back to focus groups
for verification and then to
community

Focus Groups meet
with WG
o Fall 2023
WG meets with Focus
Groups
o Fall 2023
WG Feeds back to
Community
o Spring 2024

Checkpoints for change
in pedagogy
o Spring 2023
o Fall 2023
o Spring 2024

o Value creation stories shared
with community

o Spring 2023
o Fall 2023
o Spring 2024

o External consultant engaged to
collect and assemble data,
draft case studies; share with
educator team for feedback;
share with community for
feedback

Engage consultant
o Late Fall 2024
Draft case studies
o Winter 2024/25
Final case studies
o Winter 2024/25
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Appendix O
Applying the S-Curve of Organic Growth in System Change vs. Expectations of Linear Growth

Note. Adapted from Stroh, 2015.
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Appendix P
Value Creation Story Framework for Monitoring and Evaluation

Note. Adapted from Wenger et al., 2011.
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Appendix Q
The Interconnected Communication System in MSD
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Appendix R
MSD Knowledge Mobilization Plan
Alignment Elements

Network Structures

Network Processes

Similar goals to
current government
and district priorities

o Equity focus aligns with Ministry
equity policy and MSD Strategic Plan
o Well-being and compassionate
systems leadership identified in
Mental Health in Schools Framework

o Co-create shared vision for change based on equity,
well-being, and decolonization
o Embed compassionate systems in relationshipbuilding in all networks
o Change plan based on systems thinking

Inclusion of key
people and
organizations
o Diverse partners
and strategic
inclusion of people
and organizations
o Communityoriented people
involved
o Indigenous Elders
and knowledge
keepers

o Diverse partners involved in all
aspects of change
o Working Group members represent
all partner groups
o Voice and empowerment of
students, parents, and Indigenous
community (often silenced voices in
education) essential to network
structure
o Professional Learning Network
design is inclusive, evidence-based,
and learning-focused
o Indigenous voice and knowledge
integral to all networks; Elders and
Knowledge Keepers compensated
for their contribution and sharing

o Engagement with all partners through existing
networks and social ties
o Inclusive stance for authentic community involvement
in forums, focus groups, and networks
o Focus on renewal and reengagement as change
process unfolds and partners change and move on
o Relational capacity-building and communication skill
development in all networks
o PLNs open to all educators with outreach to
representation across schools and district for lateral
capacity-building
o Land acknowledgments, self-in-relation, and
Indigenous epistemologies centred

Formal roles
established
o Clear
understanding of
who does what
o Accountability
responsibilities
defined

o Working Group steers the change
process from beginning to end
o Leadership Team and Lead Learners
responsible for resource allocation,
preparation, background
information, follow-through on
Working Group and community
goals
o Professional Learning Network
comprised of teachers,
principals/vice-principals, district
senior staff

o Working Group represents and brings voice of
partners to all aspects of change process
o Leadership Team and Lead Learners ensure adequate
resources in place (time, funding, capacity-building);
prepare for meetings, forums, focus groups; and
ensure internal and relational accountability
o Professional Learning Network engages in year-long or
multi-year practice in change to equity-based and
decolonizing pedagogies; examine research-based
practice and student learning data to determine PLN
pedagogy focus

Formal
communication
structures in place

o Working Group meets regularly with
Leadership Team and with their
constituent partners
o Leadership Team and Working
Group

o Relationship-building and communication skillbuilding using Compassionate Systems Awareness and
systems thinking tools
o Co-creation by all partners of shared vision in stages
one and two of change plan
o Collaborative review of data and evidence informing
creative tension (Stage 1 and 2) and monitoring and
evaluation data (Stage 4) conducted with all partners
o Collaborative co-creation of change plan, monitoring
and evaluation plan, and communication plan by
Working Group and Leadership Team with input from
community partners in meetings and gatherings
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Appendix S
Communication Plan: Milestones, Methods, and Messages
Communication How to Communicate
Milestones
Stage 1: Co-create Change Readiness - Fall 2002

Who Will Communicate

Key Messages

Form Working
Group

Working Group formed

Invite participation from all
partners on the Working Group

Co-create
Capacity in
Compassionate
Systems
Awareness
(CSA) and
Relationality

Hold compassionate relationship-building
workshops for MSD community
Embed CSA grounding practices in
meetings and gatherings

Leadership Team and other
educators with compassionate
systems training lead skills
training, relationship-building
and interpersonal awareness
sessions
Elders and Knowledge Keepers
teach Indigenous ways of
knowing
Working Group
Leadership Team

The Working Group team is empowered
to make recommendations, make
decisions, and have oversight of the
change process
How we show up individually and work
together matters and will benefit our
learners

Develop Shared
Vision for
Change

Explore Indigenous epistemologies and
learn from Elders about relationality,
reciprocity, respect in workshops for MSD
community
Regular and consistent strength-based
formal and informal communication using
CSA tools and Indigenous ways of knowing
Indigenous Knowledge Keepers and Elders
share their experiences, perspectives and
Knowledge
Forums and Focus Groups

Working Group conversations and dialogue

Indigenous Knowledge Keepers
and Elders
Working Group partners will
invite their communities

All Working Group partners

Cultivating relationality, respect, and
reciprocity is a decolonizing and
community-building approach
Focus on strengths to build more strength
Hold space as a community for dissensus
and diverse perspectives
Centring Indigenous Knowledge and
experience are essential for equity,
decolonization, and well-being
Your experiences, input and ideas are
valued
This is a brave space for listening and
learning
Your experiences, input and ideas are
valued
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All partners use their networks and
relevant modes of communication to
gather input and review
Collectively
Build Equity
Framework

All partners

Refer to Shared Vision for Change goals
Working Group and Leadership
Review 2020 Equity Scan Conversation
Team co-lead the sessions
data: what did students and families say
Subcommittee of all partners
was working? What needed to change?
focused on this one
Review other district frameworks
communication product
Focus Group - Feedback on draft
Focus Group to give critical
Framework
feedback
Stage 2: Face Current Reality; Nurture Understanding and Acceptance – Spring 2023
Examine Data
Community Forums: Create diverse partner Working Group and Leadership
and Evidence;
teams to look at Ministry, district, and
Team examine data for trends
Refine Shared
Equity Scan data; document community
Vision
perspectives shared at forums
Working Group and Leadership
Examine data in community forums for key Team co-lead the community
trends and inequities
forum sessions
Data and Evidence Subcommittee
Subcommittee of all partners
established
with Indigenous Education
Council, Leadership team and
Working Group representation
focuses on drafting summary of
data findings
Draft data summary and equity
Draft recommendations revised
recommendations for change prepared
by Leadership team based on
community feedback; shared
with Working Group for review
Data summary, equity recommendations,
and revision
and vision for change shared in school
newsletters and Facebook sites, district
website, at Indigenous Education Council

This is a brave space for listening and
learning
Your experiences, input and ideas are
valued
This is a brave space for listening and
learning
The Equity Framework will inform our
work and underpin school and district
decision-making and actions
The Framework is iterative and will be
updated as needed

Use inequity data to hold ourselves
accountable
Changing student outcomes is lagging
data – will show up years later, not
immediately
Use S-Curve Figure 5 to show
implementation growth curve

Data and evidence will be reviewed
annually monitor and track progress
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Unpack
Creative
Tension:
Current
Pedagogies vs.
Culturally
Responsive
Practices

Culturally Responsive Relevant Pedagogy
(CRRP) expert engages all educators in
professional learning workshop

Scholar-practitioner with
expertise in CRRP offers new
learning

Appreciative Inquiry: Teachers, principals,
and vice-principals hold learning
conversations and self-assess current
school-based pedagogies and practices,
considering culturally responsive
pedagogies and resources

PVPs collate school selfassessment data and create
school pedagogy profile and
needs for change (resources,
PLN interest, support needed)

Appreciative Inquiry: Leadership Team CRRP school profiles and resource support
meeting

Leadership Team reviews school
data; drafts recommendations
for Working Group and
Indigenous Ed Council

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

District profile CRRP findings;
recommendations made to WG
and IEC
Stage 3: Make a Collective Commitment to Change – Spring 2023 – Fall 2024
Nurture
All educators focus on what is working for
Teachers, support staff, and
Appreciative
learners and how they know (impact).
principals and vice-principals
Inquiry Culture What CRRP and equity practices can be
for Equity,
grown?
Well-being, and
All students in all schools will
Decolonizing
Student forums and Class Meetings– what
give input in forums and in class
Practices
is working for learning and how do they
meetings
know? What CRRP and equity practices can
be grown?
Parents in all schools will give
Parent forums – what is working for
input in forums and in Parent
learning and how do they know? What
Advisory Council (PAC) meetings
CRRP and equity practices can be grown?

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

Appreciative Inquiry: with Working Group
and with Indigenous Council

Alignment with Strategic Plan goal –
Enhance Teaching and Learning

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?

166

Launch two
CRRP
Professional
Learning
Networks

All educators invited to participate in PLNs

Teacher Union reps on Working
Group
Principals and Vice-principals
Leadership Team
Volunteer teachers and PVPs

Involvement in PLNs is voluntary
Guided by Equity Framework, school and
district profiles and appreciative inquiry
data

Support for collaboration – release time
and resources

Leadership team; PVPs provide
support

Learning and unlearning is taking risks,
failing, and growing

PLNs to meet six times/year for full days –
for new professional learning, collaborative
planning, reflection on practice using
evidence of student learning, planning next
steps
Learning Round format in learning
environments across schools

Professional Learning Network
members will communicate
formally at scheduled meetings
and informally with colleagues
or school leaders

External PLN facilitator with expertise in
culturally responsive pedagogies, equity,
and inclusion

Revisit Success
Metrics
Stage 4: (Re)Negotiate Focus, (Re)Calibrate, and Sustain Momentum
Revisioned
Indigenous students and families engage in Indigenous Education Council
Equity Scans
Equity Scan conversations: what has
Leadership Team
changed?
Draft Equity Scan Report
Draft summary of Revisioned Equity Scans
written by Leadership Team
Indigenous Ed Lead
Report posted on district and school
websites

Draft shared with Indigenous
parents and students, Board,
staff, Working Group; final
report written

Long term goal to embed CRRP,
decolonizing and equity-based practice in
all MSD learning environments

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?
Your experiences, input and ideas are
valued
This is a brave space for listening and
learning
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Changing and
Changed
Pedagogical
Practice

PLNs share their draft findings and impact
on student learning through stories,
artifacts, and student voice
External Facilitator prepares a summary
report and recommendations based on
educator data and experiences

Celebrate
Success and
Document
Journey

Videos of learning environments
embedding culturally responsive and
equity-based practice featuring student
voice, student learning and teacher
learning on district website, school
Facebook sites and at regional and
provincial conferences

Teachers and principals and
vice-principals in PLNs
Formal and informal support
from External Facilitator for
PLNs

Students
Teachers
Principals and vice-principals
Working Group and Leadership
team share success with
community

Focus on strengths to build more strength
What needs are emerging in order to shift
practice?
Your experiences, input and ideas are
valued
This is a brave space for listening and
learning
Look at what we have accomplished
together!

